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FOREWORD

The nationwide trend to expand higher education enrollments, facilities,
and resources—a phenomenon of the 1950°s and 1960°s—is veering in a dif-
ferent direction. Colleges and universities, instead of coping with problems
linked to growth, will be faced in the coming years with such complexities
as reducing expenditures and revising curriculums. They will also need to
implement technological delivery systems now in nascent stages of de-
velopment and use. Moreover, it will be essential that they concern them-
selves with extending postsecondary educational opportunities to adults
of all ages. These so-called ‘‘new directions” in higher education will re-
quire as much, if not more, careful planning and coordination than were
necded during the period of accelerated expansion.

This comprehensive handbook, which emphasizes major planning
problems and their solutions, should enable administrators and others to
enhance the professional skills they will need for the successful management
and operation of statewide systems of higher learning.

Normally scholars research at their own pace, taking time to exhaust
all sources of data and to ensure the validity of their findings. While Kent
Halstead's book clearly reflects these characteristics of scholarship, unlike
many other scholarly treatises it avoids the jargon of the discipline. The
language chosen by the author will be easily understood by the working
professional and the informed layman.

Statewide Planning in Higher Education contains so much useful informa-
tion that it is destined to become the standard reference for-all persons
engaged in any phases of planning that affect the future of colleges and
universities. Those of 1< who have conducted original research in this
field will find an accurate delineation of our major contributions. Both
practitioners and students of planning will discover that they have been
provided with a carefully synthesized presentation of procedures and
methodologies supported by exacting research.

No existing work contains this scope and depth in such a wide range of
higher education planning topics. The fact that the content reflects the
most recent and comprehensive thinking on the subject means that it has
great potential for changing the outlook of practitioners: broadening their
perspective, sharpening their technical expertise, making their planning
effort more productive. The annotated bibliography further adds to the
volume's definitiveness.
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iv FOREWORD

Dr. Halstead comes close to exhausting the extant knowledge of higher
education planning technology. If there are nmissions or sketchiness of
detail in certain areas, the reflection rests with the state of the technology
itself rather than with the author. He has produced an exceptional work
for which scholars, professionals, State officials, students, and interested
citizens will be grateful for years to come.

Lyman A. Glenny, Director,

Center for Research and Development
in Higher Education

University of California, Berkeley



PREFACE

Twenty-five years ago the first serious effort was made by a State to
plan comprehensively a statewide system of postsecondary education.
During the intervening years a considerable amount of useful planning
experience and expertise has been acquired—initially by trial and error,
more recently by organized and methodical research. Although many
valuable works have been published on the subject, there is no single
comprehensive study dealing with the theories, analyses, and procedures
involved. This book has been written in an attempt to fill the gap.

There are three major reasons why a manual on statewide planning
should be available: (1) An important undertaking in higher education,
planning is of consequence to millions of students, teachers, and citizens.
(2) As a continuing process, the subject is of concern to every State. (3)
Since planning of this nature is a relatively new undertaking in many
States, the considerable experience gained by previous practitioners can
be of great benefit.

This volume is addressed primarily to State planning officers and tech-
nicians, college officials, teachers, and others responsible for higher educa-
tion planning. To that end, the point of view and the special problems of
State planning officers have been kept in mind. It is also hoped that the
material may serve to some degree as a reference, particularly to those
whose previous experience has not been extensive.

Although planners need to know something about a wide number and
variety of topics, they often have little time to read indepth source ma-
terial. Furthermore, the pace of State planning activities has been swift;
the methodologies have often been obscured in final recommendations;
and the relevance and contribution of each study have been difficult to
assess. To be useful, information concerning the planning experience must
be sifted and compressed, and an attempt has been made io collect and
summarize in reasonably direct fashion the wealth of fact, experience, and
opinion that currently exists on the subject. A high proportion of content
in some areas is opinion, and includes that of the author. But the overall
intent has always been to emphasize proven practices and verified knowl-
cdge.

No attempt has been made to provide answers to all the problems that
may arise in State educational planning. There has been, on the other
hand, a genuine.effort to identify the major areas of concern and their
component parts, to indicate the factors that should be taken into account,
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vi PREFACGE

and to suggest workable procedures that may be useful in arriving at
solutions. While the content cannot be exhaustive at this stage, nor per-
manent at any stage (because of continual updating in planning), it does
provide a basis for thinking about what can and cannot be accomplished
in this specialized aspect of higher education.

In the preparation of this book, the approach has been eclectic: materials
have been drawn from a wide variety of sources. In certain instances, where
deficiencies were noted, the author’s research supplements existing in-
formation. The data, while as up-to-date as possible, have been selected
primarily to provide adjunct explanations, not statistical references. The
bibliography, fully annotated, has been carefully sclected to represent the
major works of direct value to statewide planners.

A handbook such as this should be dedicated to the many individuals
whose research and practice has formed the basis for much of the content.
Their names are iuentified in footnotes throughout the text as well as in
the chapter bibliographies. If their data and conclusions have been misin-
terpreted, the author assumes the responsibility. While many persons who
have contributed in some way to this effort cannot be named here, there
are a few whose contribution I should like particularly to acknowledge.
These include Peter P. Muirhead, S. W. Herrell, and William C. Gescheider
of the U.S. Oflice of Education, who created an environment within which
it was possible to undertake the writing of thisvolume; Robc*t E. Jennings,
Hartley Johnson, Eileen McGinnity, and Richard Levine, wiio served as
research assistants; and Hope Chamberlin, the editor, who lent her con-
siderable skill to bring more clarity and logic to the presentation.

I am especially indebted to a number of experts, each of whon read a
chapter of the manuscript pertaining to his specialization within the
statewide planning field: Harlan D. Bareither, James F. Blakesley, Roger E.
Bolton, Joseph D. Boyd, Howard R. Bowen, Arthur D). Browne, Lanier
Cox, André Daniére, Abraham Frankel, Lyman A. Glenny, Tom Goins,
Alan C. Green, Roger Hallenbeck, W. Lee Hansen, David S. Haviland,
Bruce H. Jensen, T. R. McConnell, Stanley McElderry, Eugene P.
McLoone, James L. Miller, Jr., Ben L. Morton, M. D. Orwig, Richard
Ray, Ritchie Reed, Edward Sanders, J. Claude Scheuerman, Calvin F.
Schmid, Charles Sherwood, Donovan Smith, Bill Somerville, Willard B.
Spalding, William *¥asserman, James Wattenbarger, Stanley J. Wenberg,
and Jean Wirth. To all these colleagues I would like to express my ap-
preciation, at the same time relieving them of any responsibiluy for con-
clusions and judgments that are my own.

D. Kent Halstead
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Chapter |

DESIGN FOR
STATEWIDE PLANNING

For over a decade U. S. colleges and universities have experienced un-
precedented growth. This accelerated expansion stems from an increase in
population and from the needs of citizens whose aspirations and goals have
been rapidly advancing. The resultant problems for higher education are
well known—financial stress, reduction in the quality of services, wasted
resources, and student dissatisfaction. Less well known are the new ap-
proaches undertaken by higher education to meet these problems.

Two facts are clear: (1) Inevitable changes in society frequently create
disproportionately complex problems on the campus, and (2) the only ef-
fective way to cope with these problems is to anticipate the changes that
engender them and take appropriate action. It is now apparent tuat higher
education has embraced planning as an activity inherent in its mission and
essential to its well-being. That it must continue planning to meet problems
of a magnitude nearly equal to that of the past is easily shown.

The 1960’s decade is likely to have recorded higher education’s greatest
growth. Enrollment increased from 3.8 to 8.6 million students, annual
expenditures rose from $7.7 to $27.1 billion, and the instructional staff
grew from 292,000 to 592,000. In this 10-year span higher education expendstures
tripled and enrollments more than doubled while the college-age population expanded
by only 50 percent.

What can be said about the challenges for higher education in the decade
ahead? The rate of cxpansion will be far less than that experienced during
the sixties, yet, if current projections are accurate, colleges and universities
will grow substantially in absolute terms. Increases of at least 2 million
students and 70,000 teachers are anticipated; the 1980 budget could
approach $50 billion, $23 billion over the 1970 level. (The difference
between the 1960 and the 1970 annual budgets was $19 billion.)

If highe. education is to respond effectively to this growth and critically
attune itself to the diversity and adaptability society now requires, there
can be no laxity in planning efforts. Education is not a commodity that
can be designed and financed on short notice. It is a long-term investment
requiring extended preparation and responsive leadership. The capacity of
higher education to grow and to achieve vital goals during the years ahead
will be greatly affected by the kind and quality of decisions planners make
today. Thus planning cannot be considered as other than an immediate
task of strategic importance.
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PLANNING

‘To achieve educational ehjectives in a creative, orderly, and economically
sound manner is a task demanding insight into not only the problems of the
present but also those of the future, together with creative and intellectual
pursuit of solutions and persuasive, persistent effort to implement programs.
Planning is an all-encompassing activity that depends on participation at
every level—institutional, State, regional, and national—and involves
public and private and large and small institutions. If done well, the result
could be a nation educated to a breadth, depth, and quality not previously
envisioned. Therefore, planning is worthy of the higher education com-
munity’s determination to summon and use all of its capabilities.

Planning Defined

One of man'’s most natural mental activities is deciding what to do and
how to do it an activity called planning. Although the term is seemingly a
simple one, familiar to every educator, its meaning is not always accurately
or fully understood.

Planning is not a process of speculating on probable events; rather, it is
an attempt through foresight to gencrate action necessary to realize desired
results. Fundamentally, planning is a process of deciding upon a course of
activon in order to make something happen which, without planning, might
not kappen. In more technical terms, planning determines the objectives of
administrative effort and devises the means to achieve them.!

The principal value of planning is in the strategy it provides for reacting
to probable and possible future events and changes. Perceptive planning
will often identify potential problems before financial and emotional com-
mitments make resolution of them ditlicult or impossible. By planning,
cvents likely to take place are forescen and a leisurely, scholarly anaylsis
of *best™ alternative actions is afforded. This minimizes the possibility of
being unprepared to cope with a situation. Opportunity to identify and
choose the best of available alternatives, consistent with established goals,
adds the benefit of securing maximum returns with minimum costs. Finally,
planning makes possible the control and direction of day-to-day operations.

Coordination and Planning .

As commonly used, coordination and plunning refers 1o the comprehensive
functional breadth associated with the two terms as well as to the mutual

' Raymond E. Kitchell, A Sununary of Current Planning Concepts” (unpublished
paper), Executive Office of the President, Burcau of the Budget, 1463,



PLANNING 3

support and strength conveyed by their use in combination. The terms,
however, have distinctive meanings. Planaing is the prearrangement of
policy and methods to guide work toward given objectives. Coordination, on
the other hand, is the securing of smooth, concerted action through ef-
fective interrelationships and recognition of common goals. Planning is
directional: it establishes goals and guides action. Coordination is aperational:
it interrelates and unifics action to achieve predetermined goals.

Since planning is usually directed toward guiding more than one ac-
tivity, and frequcntly more than one enterprise, coordination is an inherent
and essential goal and a funciional component of the planning process.
Conversely, coordination of all but the simplest routine activities requires
some planning—namely, deciding how to achieve the objectives of har-
monious adjustment and interaction between parts. Thus, while coordina-
tion and planning are distinctive activities, from an operational standpoint
they are inseparable. Coordination is generally included within the more
encompassing concept of planning.

At a given level, coordination relates the parts of a system to the whale,
interrelates parts within the system, and relates the parts and the system to
- external factors. Planning, at the same level, guides and directs the system
as a whole, taking into account not only each of its parts but external factors
as well. Throughout this text, the term planning will be used in its broadest
meaning; in other words, it will include inherent coordinating activities.

Impetus Toward Planning

Current emphasis on ihe comprehensive planning role of the States
should not obscure the fact that this function is a rela.vely recent?® addition
to long and extensive State involvement in higher education. Georgia, in
1785, was the first to charter a State university.! During the ensuing 40
years, State governments proceeded somewhat slowly in organizing State
universities, even though the Northwest Ordinance, enacted in 1787,
stipulated that new States admitted to the Union would be expected to
support State universities through public land grants.

Early Federal encouragement, plus the added necessity in the 1830’ of
meeting a greatiy expanded demand for teachers in responsc to a nation-
wide movement for free clementary education, provided real impetus to
public higher education growth during the first half of the 19th century.
Further encouragement came in 1862 with passage of the unprecedented
Morrill Land-Grant College Act. Within 8 years, 37 States accepted the

3 Beginning in 1912, with the first State surveys.

3 The Univensity of Georgia did not open until 1800, 15 years after being chartered.
A second institution, the University of North Carolina, was chartered in 1789 and
opened 6 years later, in 1795.




4 DESIGN FOR STATEWIDE PLANNING

provisions, and ultimately 28 entirely new colleges of agriculture and
mechanical arts were founded, all of which were to become in time full-
fledged State universities.

The largest expansion has taken place in the 20th century. By the end
of World War 11, public higher education enrolled half the college students
in the United States. Today, three out of four students attend public insti-
tutions. The spectacular growth in student population, in the 12 years since
1960, has resulted in a tripling of public enrollments.

Almosi without caception the accommodation of this rapidly growing
student body and the concern of State governments for the attending
financial, organizational, and statling problems have provided the principal
impetus for State planning. Both State legislators and government agencies
have recognized that efticient operation in a period of rapid expansion
requires realistic and scientific budget requests, a sound rationale for
establishing new institutions, and a division of responsibilities to eliminate
wasteful duplication by competing institutions. The tie-in between coordi-
nation and planning has become quite apparent.

Second to the critical task of coping with problems arising from the
growing magnitude of higher education was the recognition by State
government oflicials of the need to formulate and implement a statewide
approach to higher cducation. The movement for statewide planning and
coordination is an cffort by the State government to address itself to the
whole of higher education—a scope decidely more complex and encompas-
sing than the sum total of each individual institution’s plan for the future.
The following questions raised by Lyman Glenny point to the need for
overall planning:

How can the state provide a sufficient number of education places for new students?
How can the state deterinine which colleges should become full-fledged universities
and which should develop different roles and functions? What types and extent of
rescarch and public service activitics are appropriate for each campus? Where should
new colleges or n~w types of institutions be developed? What level of financing is really
requitcd for each campus to maintain a quality program?

Faced with the necessity of answering such complex questions, legislatures
and governors have turned to statewide planning as a basis for shaping
sound public policy.

The Federal Government has also encouraged State planning. The
Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963 fostered the establishment of 54
State facilitics commissions. For many States, these commissions provided
the first incentive for cooperation between public and nonpublic institu-

$Lyman A. Glenny, “Long-Range Planning for State Educational Necds,” paper
presented at a meeting of the Education Commiissions of the States, Denver, Colo
May 7-9, 1967.
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tions, albeit for the limited purpose of facility planning. An amendment to
the 1963 act provided funds to the commissions for planning for construc-
tion needs. More recently, the 92d Congress passed new higher education
legislation which provides Federal support, based on the development of
appropriate statewide plans, for the expansion and improvement of post-
secondary education programs in community colleges.

A third major impetus toward statewide planning stems from the almost
universal ciemand by students, parents, and teachers for higher quality in
education. State officiz!s have had to face the fact that the drive for better
higher education was prompted by some very real deficiencies in adminis-
tration, faculty, curriculum, and facilities. Citizens have claimed, not
without foundation, that ‘‘quality gaps” existed among the States, especially
in such areas as accessibility, student aid, and instructional expertise. As
States began to appreciate their individual shortcomings, they became
committed to continual improvement of higher education and accepted
statewide planning and coordination as vital instruments in achieving
established goals.

Two other factors have stimulated the trend toward statewide planning.
The first is the recent introduction and development of improved planning
techniques. One example is the rapid, accurate handling of large volumes
of complex data by computers and automatic data-processing equipment.
Of greater importance, however, are the improved procedures being
developed and published in special staft studies conducted in conjunction
with master-plan development. The more sophisticated methodologies and
analyses of these indepth studies, plus concurrent related research findings,
have substantially improved the level of available resources and counsel.

. DEVELOPMENT OF STATEWIDE PLANNING
AND COORDINATING AGENCIES

The movement to establish institutionally governed, State-coordinated
systems of higher education began less than 30 years ago. Real impetus for
more centralized planning began in the late 1950’s. The problems arising
at that time from increasing demands for postsecondary education and ever-
iacreasing enrollments were complex and difficult to solve. Furthermore,
there was a lack of unity of purpose in higher education within States and
little attempt to change established traditions and patterns to respond to the
new and more diversified needs of State residents. What was clearly called
for was a centralizing of both control and planning and the making of policy
decisions at a higher level. The forming of State structures to provide
centralized direction gives insight into the development of present-day plan-
ning practice and organization. This section, which contains some back-
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ground on early history, traces developments through the 1950’s and
1960’s.%

The Pioneer Stage

For over 250 years, institutional autonomy was dominant in U. S. higher
education. It began with the founding of Harvard in 1636 and continued
until the turn of this century when the States began gradually to establish
governing boards. Autonomy persisted largely because of the simple nature
of the early American colleges. Statewide coordination was of little concern
and probably of little need to sparsely scattered institutions that offered
only a few programs to a small minority of the population. Geographical
distances, coupled with parochial viewpoints and professional jealousies,
provided little incentive for common effort. In the developing Nation,
rugged individualism prevailed: Each college pursued its own goals and
generally disregarded its counterparts, despite the fact that an almost
identical classical curriculum was offered.

By 1900, when the number of United States colleges and universities
had grown to nearly 1,000, their increasing diversity and complexity
augured well for coordination. The earliest attempts, however, amounted to
little more than informal “gentlemen’s conferences,” arranged annually
by the various State associations or councils in which most institutions held
membership. These 1- or 2-day sessions seldom resulted in more than an
exchange of information, and, since no research staff was available, little
or no attempt was made to prepare statewide studies or to adopt higher
education policies of significant impact.

In the first decade of the 1900’s, a few States (Florida in 1905 and Iowa
in 1909) actually began to establish statewide coordination systems. Their
initial efforts consisted of consolidating the governing boards of individual
institutions into a single statewide governing board.® Since the resulting
“big board” had authority to determine matters of internal administration
of each institution, it also derived authority to coordinate overall policy
among member institutions.

§ For the history of statewide coordinating agencies, see the following references in the
annotated bibliography: Robert O. Berdahl, Statewide Coordination of Higher Education;
M. M. Chambers, Voluntary Statewide Coordination in Public Higher Education; Lyman A.
Glenny, ‘‘State Systems and Plans for Higher Education™ in Emerging Patterns in American
Higher Education (Logan Wilson, ed.); Lyman A. Glenny and Julie Hurst, “Current
Statewide Planning Structures and Powers” in Statewide Planning for Postsecondary Educa-
tion: Issues and Design (Lyman A. Glenny and George B, Weathersby, eds.), and Emogene
Pliner, Coordination and Planning.

¢ Several States approved a governing board for all State-supported institutions, while
many others (particularly in the 1920's) placed the normal schools and teachers colleges
under a single governing board, frequently the State board of education.
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The statewide concept met with some resistance. By 1945 only 15 govern-
ing boards had been established. A major problem was the difficulty of
securing political agreement to establish a siugle board and abolish all
others in existence. Also, while a single board was a legal entity vested
with the authority to coordinate and unify the system, in practice it did not
always succeed. The main reason for failure was that member colleges
looked with disfavor on any centralization which did not provide some
degree of institutional autonomy.

None of the early efforts to effect coordination had made impact on what
Glenny calls the “happy anarchy” (suggesting an absence of order rather
than chaos or confusion). In fact, diversity and independence continued to
dominate American higher education until after World War 11.

Post-World War II and Current Status

The evolution of statcwide coordinating agencies after World War 11
can be traced from the data in table I-1. What distinguishes the various
types of agencies are (1) the make-up of the membership and (2) the degree
of centralized authority granted by the State over public institutions. The
typology is based on Robert O. Berdahl’s summary of national trends in

[y

Q
Table I-1.-=Number of coord:1ating agencies, by type classification: 1939=72

Type clamification 1932 1049 1959 1964 1969 1972
No State agency 33 28 17 11 2 2
VOLUNTARY ASSOCIATION (high 0 3 7 ] 2 1

degree of institutional freedom)

COORDINATING BOARD (created by
statute but does not supersede institu-
tional governing boards)

a. Majority of institutionsl representa- | 1 2 3 2 0
tives having esentially advisory
powers

b. All or majority of public members 0 0 3 8 11 8
having essentially aduisory powers

c. All or majority of puvblic members 1 2 5 7 14 18

having regulatory powers in certain
areas but net governing responsibil-
ity
CONSOLIDATED GOVERNING 15 16 16 17 19 2]
BOARD (charged with full responsibil-
ity for governing all institutions under
its jurisdiction)

Source: Robert O, Berdahl, Statmwide Coordination of Higher Education, American Council on Education, Wash-
ingtoa, D.C., 1971, table 4, p. 35, and unpublished 1972 data gathered bv Rerdahl.
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coordinating patterns, which, in turn, is a modification of an earlier version
by James G. Paltridge.

The preferred agency to coordinate higher education during the post-
World War II period was the statewide coordinating board. Under its
aegis, overall coordination was provided by a superboard, vet institutional
governing boards continued to operate. Such a system was popular because
it was relatively easy to establish by statute and was more readily accepted
by institutions reluctant to give up initiative and autonomy to a State
governing board.

To Rentucky goes the distinction of being the first, in 1934, to adopt a
coordinating board:? Oklahoma was the second, in 1941, In 1951 New
Maexico adopted the coordinating form, over the next two decades 24 more
States followed suit.

One initial advantage of the coordinating board over other types of
agencies was its provision for a professional staff to conduct continuous
planning and provide advisory services. A more basic and continuing ad-
vantage has been its ability to serve as an all-embracing forum in which a
varicty of other public and private institutions, commissions, and councils
concerned with higher education can interact and respond to State co-
ordination nceds. A neitiad agency, the coordinating board is able to serve
objectively both the interests of the State and those of the educational
community.*

Coordinating boards composed of a majority of institutional representa-
tives have never been very popular. At one time or another only five
States had such boards (California, Kentucky, Marvland, Minnesota, and
Wisconsin): now 1l have switched to another type of agency. These boards
had only advisory powers, and critics claim that the self-interest of institu-
tional members restricted coordination efforts to those of immediate con-
cern to the institutions represented. The membership preferred for co-
ordinating boards is lay people, chosen ostensibly for impartiality and for
their desire to pratect the public interest.

Another form of coordination agencey, the voluntary association, reached
its peak (seven States) in the early 1950's, then declined. Clurrently only
Nebraska uses this form. Voluntary agencies are composed of institutional
otficers whose chief interests encompass budget preparation and allucation

7 New York established i Board of Regents in 1784, but it was not until 1961 that
legislation was passed requiring that this board adopt procedures enabling it to exercise
coordinating and planning powers.

* For a persuasive presentation of rationale in support of the coordinating board as
opposed to i single governing bourd, see Lytnan A. Glenny, Robert O. Berdahl, Ernest G.
Palola, and James G. Paltridge, Canrdinating #H.gher Fducation for the 70°s, Center for Re-
search and Development in Higher Education, University of California, Berkeley, 1971,

pp- 1-12.
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of legislative appropriations. As courdinating agencies, they accomplished
little because of their inability to secure voluntary cooperation from com-
peting institutional members.

Recent changes in coordinating patterns include a tendency on the part
of courdinating boards to discontinue their advisory role in favor of regula.
tory powers. Somewhat unexpectedly, three States (Utah, West Virginia,
and Maine) have recently replaced coordinating boards with a single state-
wide governing board. Some observers feel this was a response by political
leaders to public demand for more accountability by higher education.?
In support of the single board, it should be noted that States adopting it to
effect coordination have retained it.

This brief history suggests that the emerging relations between higher
education and State government coordination efforts create many issues
and complexities. An idea of the attention being given to State coordinating
boards is illustrated by the following topics delineated in published works:
administrative procedures (Lyman A. Glenny, Autonomy of Public Colleges);
impact on institutions of higher education (Ernest Palola, Timothy Leh-
mann, and William R. Blischke, Higher Education By Design: The Sociology of
Planning); technical details about agency membership, staffing and powers
(Emogene Pliner, Cocrdination and Planning); analysis of structures, functions,
and relationships (Robert O. Berdahl, Statewide Coordination of Higher
Education); impact of Federal higher education programs on statewide
coordinating agencies (Lanier Cox and Lester E. Harrell, Jr., The Impact
of Federal Programs on State Planning and Coordination of Higher Education);
and guidelines for practice (Lyman A. Glenny, Robert O. Berdahl, Ernest
G. Palola, and James (. Paltridge, Coordinating Higher Education for the
*705). Notes on these and other studies are given in the annotated bibliog-
raphy.

Advent of the Master Plan

Paralleling more recent events in the development of State systems of
coordination—and iargely a product of resulting centralized planning—
has been the steady growth and evolution of State studies ir higher educa-
tion. Extending over almost five decades, the State survey was the precursor
of the modern State master plan.!® The earliest surveys were conducted in
1912 by North Dakota, Pennsylvania, and Virginia. One of the most recent
survey-type studies was prepared for Connecticut in 1964 by the U.S,
Office of Education. No official count has been made of the number of

? Ibid., pp. 2-3.

1 For a detailed history of higher education surveys through 1937, see Waiter Crosby
Eells, Surveys of American Higher Education, The Carnegie Foundation, New York, 1937,
p. 538. :
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State surveys made during dhe interim 32 years, but the figure would be in
the hundreds (51 survevs were recorded by 1936). 1

The transition from State surveys to master plans was gradual: there was
no sharp point of departure. Clearly, the monumental survey by the Uni-
versity of Chicago, ' completed in 1933, contains content clusely resembling
that in present-day master plans. However, it was not until 1948 that a
study was conducted which could truly be elassitied as a master plan. This
study is the well-known ** “viver Report,” which embraced the following:

1. Evaluation of the current and future needs of the State of California for education
beyond the 12th grade.

2. An.lysis of the needs of each area of the State £ir hicher educational facilities, with
special reference to emergency needs such as those in the Los Angeles and Sacr:unento
arcas.

3. Analysis of the needs of varving types of publicly supported higher education.

4. Consideration of desirable changes in the organization of publicly supported higher
education.

5. Exaumination of the manner of support of public higher education in the State, 13

The national attentiva received by this comprehensive report did much to
dramatize the obsolescence of the State survey.

During the 1930, master plans, or survevs closely resembling master
plans, were developed in eight States. In 1954 California made a restudy of
hicher education. In 1936 A. J. Brumbauih conducted studies in Florida
and Louisiana, and in the same vear, a governor's report, Minnesota's
Stake in the Future, was issued. Plans were prepared in Tennessee and
New Jersev in 1957, and the UL 8. Otlice of Edncation conducted a survey
for North Dakota in 1938, Also in 1938, John Dale Russell and John X.
Jamrich directed an extensive survey of higher education in Michigan.

In the 1960°s master plans came into their own. By 1969, 23 States had
completed master plans: 8 others were in the process of completing master
plans and an additional 7 expected to develop such a plan. Two additional
States had no mandate for master plan developtnent but were conducting
ov erail planning as a continuous activity.'* Of the 12 States without master
plans in 1969, 2 had no State coordinating agency, 5 had consolidated
governing boards (of the 3, 2 had only | public 4-vear institution), 4 had

W Ibid., p. 13

13 University of Chicago, The Unuceruty of Chicage Streey, Floyd W. Reeves, director,
12 volumes, The University Press, Chicago, 1933,

13 U niversity of California, A Report of a Suriey of the Nees of Cabfornia in Hhgher Fduca-
fion, submitted to the Liaison Conunittee of the Regents of the University of California
and the State Departinent of Education by the Conunittee on the Conduct of the
Study, George 1), Strayer, chainnan, 1'%48, p. 1.

W Louise Abrahams, State Planuny for Higher Education, Aciademy for Educational
Developinent, Inc., Washington, . (1, 1464, p. 8.
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voluntary associations or had rccently changed from this type of agency,
and 1 had a coordinating board.

The distinction hetween a survey and a master plan is principally one of
scope and emphasis. The survey focuses primarily on inspection and fact
gathering, while the master plan, in addition to the foregoing, incorporates
recommendations and a blucprint for action. Surveys are primarily de-
scriptive; master plans are action oriented. Both types of studies include
analysis and interpretation of facts, but an interprctation of trends and
their application to future policies are matters usually associated only with
master plans. The survey is usually limited in scope, whereas the master
plan is comprehensive. Glenny identifies the characteristics which distin-
guish a master plan from a State survey as ““the volurae of data collected;
the depth of analysis; the integration of programs, budgets, and building
priorities to provide a unity of purpose: the full inclusion of the nonpublic
institutions, and the means for step-by-step implementation of the plan,
with simultaneous review and revision leading to fulfillment of major
goals. "

CENTRAL CONTROL
VERSUS INSTITUTIONAL AUTONOMY

The debate regarding centralized versus decentralized authority in
higher education lLas progressed beyond arguing the relative advantages
and disadvantages of each. Discussion of the pros and cons of bota central
coordination and institutional autonomy has resulted in considerable agree-
ment among educators about the relative merits of both practices.!® The
evidence also reveals—and herein lies the crux of the controversy—that a
winniig comktination is a yet unidentified balance which would retain most
of the advantages of central control with a minimal sacrifice of institutional
sovereignty. What persists as a continuing and intriguing challenge—and
an issue of no little disagreement—is the search for a compromise between
central coordination and autonomy that would create an optimal balance.
The balance sought is delicate, and equilibrium may exist only in theory.
No effective planning agency can expect to fulfill all of the hopes and as-
pirations of each institution. No institution is likely to endorse all the co-

1 Glenny, “Long-Range Planning for State Educational Needs,” op. cit.

W For a listing of the pros and cons of coordination and a thorough discussion of
autononly and coordination, plus sclected references on the subject, see Arthur D,
Browne, “The Institution and the Systemn: Autonomy and Coordination” in Long-
Range Planning in Higher Education (Owen A. Knorr, ed.), Western Interstate Com-
mission for Higher Education, Boulder, Colo., 1965, pp. 39-51.
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ordination measures proposed by a central agency. Consequently, it is
rcalistic to expect that some form of power struggle will always be inevitable.
In fact, it should be welcomed as a healthy sign. But controversy should
not be allowed to foster domination or isolation. Each State must avoid
prolonged dissension by secking workable measures to achieve independ-
ence and integration. Ii is likely that no two States will weigh the values of
autonomy and coordination in exactly the same manner. Yet it is reasonable
to suppose that a harmonious and dynamic interplay of independence and
integration can be obtained if advocates on both sides will respect the
recognized values inherent in autonomy and coordination and agree to
work tugether toward common goals.

As provisional guides for establishing relations between institutions and
the central system and for improving understanding of the basic concepts
underlying the compromises involved, the following are suggested:

1. No panacea exists which can guarantce the advantages of system con-
trol and, at the same time, preserve complete institutional independence.
By recognizing that an impasse cannot be circumvented, administrators
can concentrate on securing a compromise which effectively balances both
pusitions. The securing of this compromise will be a matter of debate ai.d
concession.

2. The great diversity among the States reduces the likelihood that a
prototype organization or strategy for higher education can reccive wide-
spread acceptance unless it is substantially modified and adapted for local
use. As pointed out by Browne, *. . . the complicity of relationships be-
tween a system and its institutions is somewhat personal; compatibility
depends upon the participants involved. Coordinate relationships are
indigenous to a particular set of circumstances, and thus, develop unique
patterns.”¥ In other words, cach State must devise its own educational
system, tailored to mect the unique circumstances in which it must operate. 1

3. Extension of central planning and coordination authority should be
considered by all participants as negotiable on the basis of mutual agree-
ment between institutions and central staff. The burden of proof should re-
main with the coordinating agency. Institutions will accept coordination
only on the basis of personal gain or if forced to comply. If the latter is to
be avoided, the case for greater coordination must be presented by the
central staff to the satisfaction of individual institutions. In practice,
satisfaction gained in this manner tends to preserve and support institu-
tional independence as the bulwark of a sound educational system.

17 Ihid., p. 45.

13 For recommendations regarding possible means for strengthening relationships
between institutions and the central organization, sce section on *“Commentary on State-
wide Planning.”
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4. If colleges and universitivs are to remain viable, they must be per-
mitted to operate in an atmosphere of freedom and independence. Only
an appropriate measure of autonomy will protect academic freedom,
preserve self-initiative for change and innovation, encourage healthy com-
petition, and permit a responsible balance between institutional interests
and those of society, If member colleges and universities are to survive as
strong, independent participants and avoid coalescing into a mass lock-
step system, the precious assets of self-direction, identity, and integrity
must be maintained.”

5. Each campus shouid acknowledge that if impartially administered
coordinating activities operate within a framework extending beyond that
of institutional efforts, a realistic balance between complex and often con-
flicting forces and interests can be achieved. Then, too, a wider perspective
can uncover unifving and motivating clements to stimulate concerted
institutional action which best serves the common welfare, as well as the
self-interests of cach college and university. It follows that institutions should
participate in coordination and central planning voluntarily, vigorously,
and in depth, according to their inherent responsibility for progress and
support of the public interest.

6. Any statewide system for coordinating higher education, to be com-
plete and unfragmented, must include both public and private sectors,
with special emphasis dirccted toward establishing rapport between all
participants and encouraging mutual support.

PRINCIPLES OF ORGANIZING
FOR STATEWIDE PLANNING

There is no common agreement regarding the type of organization that
is most effective for statewide planning. Each State must discover its own,
based on those experiences which determine the necessary functional ar-
rangement. The singular characteristics of each State organization are
generally the result of a unique historical development—one that reflects
the traditions, values, and practices of not only the higher education com-

1 It is possible, of course, that too much institutional independence could hurt di-
versity, e.g., each college might try to pattern itsclf after the leading university in the
State. Proponents of strong central planning argue that some control is necessary to
preserve diversity and protect institutional identity.

For further viewpoints on this topic, sec James A. Perkins, “The New Conditions of
Autonomy,” and Logan Wilson, *“Myths and Realities,” in Emerging FPatterns in American
Higher Education (Logan Wilson, cd.), American Council on Education, Washington,
D. C., 1963, pp. 8~28.
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munity, but also the political process and the people. With rare exceptions,
the organizational pattern and opera:ions are molded by environmental
factors and attitudes within the State. Since such factors and attitudes vary
widely, the development of a planning and coordinating system equally
acceptable and cffective under different circumstances is extremely un-
likely.

To guide and direct further development and/or modification of existing
systems, certain generalizations or principles of organization have been
identified through experience. A summary of the observations and assump-
tions of Fincher and Paltridge® regarding effective organizational models
follows:

ORGANIZATION

1. Planning should be conducted within a formal framework or structure. The
Junctions of the planning unit should be clearly delineated, and an adequate
staff provided. The rolc of the planning specialist should be defined in
nonambiguous terms. He should know and understand commitments that
have already been made. A serious question of ethics confronts both public
administrators and planning specialists when planning studics are requested
to justify previous commitments or to delay administrative action.

2. Emphasis should be given to systematic, long-range, continuing planning, as
opposed to special or ad hoc planning. While it will always be well for Suate
commissions of public leaders to take periodic stock of their system of higher
education, such commissions cannot remain in continuous session. Perma-
nent centralized planning units or agencies, on the other hand, are capable
of continuously collecting, evaluating, and interpreting data; furthermore,
they are most effective if committed to systematic long-range planning.

3. A higher education coordinating agency can deal more effectively with conflict
between the institutions of education and the instrumentalities of State government if
members representing the general public have a voting majorily on the board. Public-
member coordinating agencies appear to have greater longevity and enjoy
greater legislative support than boards composed of institutional members.
A board with a majority of institutional representatives is likely to find it
difficult to retain the continuing confidence of a legislature, especially if the
legislature views the relationship as one of the “fox guarding the chicken

% Observations |, 2, 4, 8, and 9, Cameron Fincher, ¢ Planning in Higher Education™
(unpublished monograph), Institute of Higher Education, Urniversity of Georgia, Athens,
1966, pp. 12-14. Tentative principles 3 and 5-7, James Gilbert Paltridge, Conflict and
Coordination in Higher Education, Center for Research and Developinent in Higher Educa-
tion, University of California, Berkeley, 1968, pp. 48-108,

For guidelines regarding board membership, board organization, and advisory com-
mittee operation, see Glenny et al., Coordinating Higher Education for the '70s, op. cit.,
pp- 13-24.
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coop.’” It is also likely that suck a board will have difficulty retaining
the confidence of less powerful institutional members if major decisions
are dictated in the interest of the largest and most prestigious university.

STAFFING

4. Planning in higher education calls increasingly for specialized professional
skills. The collection of data needed, the identification of objectives and
purposes, and the evaluation of data gathered require skills of analysis
seldom present in State coinmissions compused of public leaders. On the
other hand, it is well to recognize that higher education is unlikely to bene-
fit from ““a planning elite.” The goals and objectives of higher education
must be determined in “an open marketplace of ideas,” not dictated by a
clique of specialists. At the same time, planning specialists must be pro-
fessional in the sense that they view society and the state in broad terms,
yet do not permit themselves to be cast in the role ot technicians who merely
gather data but do not interpret it.

5. 1 he coardinating mechanism will function more effectively if its professional
staff is independent of the staffs of the educational institutions, as well as of the staffs
of State administrative agencies. Arrangements whereby coordinating agencies
depend on the adminstrative and fact-gathering oflices of member insti-
tution: to supply staff for the coordinating board have two fundamental
weaknesses: (1) Divided loyalties and shared hours usually do not permit
sutlicient time or continuity of personnel to allow preparation of studies and
policy statements based on intensive research an<' long-term planning.
(2) Staff member bias in favor of their own institution or the academic
community vis-a-vis the legitimate fiscal or other concerns of the State ad-
ministration or legislators may adversely affect decisive, objective pro-
posals.

OPERATING PRINCIPLES

In general, a coordinating cruanization should attempt to create a viable
equilibrium among such divisive forces as opposing goals, conflicting func-
tions, or the competitive aspirations of various parties to coordination. A
stable and reasonably cquitable balance between the power of the par-
ticipants and among external pressures can be encouraged by observing
the following operating principles:

6. A scheme of statutory coordination should be established to serve as a protector
of the substantive autonomy of institutions. By bringing order to competition,
coordination can free institutions for productive innovation and the achieve-
ment of institutivnal distinctiveness. If a coordinating agency is strong
enough to prevent usurpation or unnecessary duplication of institutional
functions, it can prevent loss of autonomy. Conflicts usually ensue when
framers of the rules allow their enthusiasm for order to restrict institutional
functions that are properly and necessarily autonomous. Conflict can aiso
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uccur when institutional administrators or governing boards seck to extend
the scope of their autonomy to the point at which even the slightest restric-
tion impinges on their notion of institutional autonomy.

7. A coordinating agency will function more ffectively if the particular roles and
distinguishing functions of the vavives institutions or institutional sysiems are clearly
defined, if adherence to these definitions is enforceable, and if provision is made for
Suture innovative change and madification of the definitions. ‘This proposition pre-
supposes i comprehensive design for plananing the State’s total public higher
education effort. Such a design would deter institutions from competing
with each other in arcas of inordinately high unit costs (medical education,
for example), or of essential need but limited demand (e.g., schools of
architecture). A prerequisite of such a plan is the sometimes long and tedi-
ous effort on the part of the cuordinating agency to reach interinstitutional
agreement on statements which will satisfy the legitimate goals and ambi-
tions of the institutions involved. It is axiomatic that plans cannot be set
in concrete for all time. So, if institutions are to be in a position to initiate
new programs to mecet new needs, it is necessary that plans which define
institutional roles be open to amendment as well as enforceable.

8. Although frequently linked with adninistration, the planning function
should be clearly differentiated from executive duties required for statewide ad-
ministration of institutions and programs. Administrators at all levels must
be involved in planning, but specialists whose principal responsibility is
that of planning should avoid entangling institutional allegiances. In
other words, the professional aspects of statewide planning should not ex-
tend beyond impartially identifying desirable goals and suggesting alterna-
tive practical means of attainment, including necessary coordinating meas-
ures. This function should not overlap the execution of policies which may
or may not be derived from planning recommendations.

9. A clear distinction is desirable beticecn planning for a State system of higher
education and planning for institutional development. A centralized planning unit
can materially aid individual institutions in setting institutional goals and
making realistic plans for continued growth.?! Responsibility for institu-
tional planning, however, should remain in the hands of adminisirators
and faculty members at a particular institution —with full recognition that
detailed parts do not necessarily function as a unified whole. Knowledge
of the State's total postsecondary educational scheme provides valuable
perspective to administrators at individual institutions. Conversely, plan-
ning specialists should recognize the futility of trying to force any State
system of higher education to implement a totally new *“grand design.”

PP —

# Within a system of higher education, institutional goals and plans usually must be
formulated within general policies and differentiated functional assignments set forth in
the inaster plan. Thus institutional planners have a vested interest in inaster plan develop-
ment.
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Fundamental changes are possible, but higher education planning must
begin with what exists. The historical identity and traditions of existing
institutions must always be considered in State planning.

PLANNING THEORY
AND DIMENSIONS

The Planning Process

It is not particularly diflicult to devise a procedure or method to be
followed in a planning process. Numerous scholars and planning specialists
have developed their own systems, none of which is without merit. Neither,
however, is any one procedure or method particularly original or uniquely
valuable. They all outline a process which is essentially one of diagnosis,
design, and choice.

The particular planning strategy set forth here has no special merit other
than possibly its synthesis of the essentials. The pattern involves six steps:
(1) determining goals, (2) identifying problems, (3) diagnosing problems,
(4) establishing premises, (5) searching for possible solutions, and (6)
selecting a solutinn,??

While these steps have been separately identified, they are not necessarily
distinctive, independent operations; morcover, it is not essential that they
be follows ia the sequence shown. The planning process inevitably consists
of an interweaving of all actions; the various steps, if discernible, can be
carried out concurrently or continuously, and with varying degrees of
emphasis.

1. Determining goals. The beginning basis for sound planning is clear
understanding of the ultimate ends or objectives. It is not possible to plan

1 This planning strategy generally parallels the sequence presented by Kitchell,
op. cit., pp. 8-14.

An example of an alternative planning strategy involves the following six sequential
steps: (1) identification of problems, {2) diagnosis of the problem situation, (3) clarifica-
tion of the diagnostic findings, (4) search for solu. 'ns, (5) mobilizing for change, and
(6) making the actual change decisions. See Kennet! 1. Hansen, **Planning for Changes
in Education,” in Planning and Fffecting Needed Changes 1.+ Education (Edgar L.. Morphet and
Charles O. Ryan, eds.), Citation Press, New York, 1967, p. 25.

More recominended practice than theory are the model planning procedures propased
by Glenny and others, which deal specifically with State-level planning for higher
education. Guidelines are presented for (1) establishing the planning focus, (2) planning
for particular objectives on problems or issues, (3) coordinating and making the plan, (4)
political coordination and action on the plan, and (5) creating a new planning base. See
Coardinating Higher Fducation for the ‘705, op. cit., pp. 34-39.
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systematically for the unknown. Logical preparation requires a reasonably
accurate understanding of what is to be accomplished, i.e., the mission or
desired result.

Goals, initially defined and subsequently modified by the direction of an
organization, cannot be established in a vacuum. They can be clearly
stated only after a thorough analysis of the organization and its environment.
For this reason, goal-sctting and subsequent modification are continuing
phases of planning, not merely the first step. Frequently, realistic goals
cannot be specifically stated until after alternative solutions to existing
problems have becn determined.

2. Identifying problems. The basic reason for planning is to solve problems
(questions proposed for solution) which impede or obstruct the achieving
of a goal or goals. Problem areas can be identified by assessing the degree
to which the organizational effurt is or is not meeting its goals. More
specific - v problems can often be located and identified only through
careful scarch and examination of operating procedures and environmental
conditions, Sometimes, however, problems and their causes can be recog-
nized only during a diagnosis of sympto:natic conditions initially reported.

Problems arise from a myriad of causes. Within the educational com-
munity, the following have been cited as most common: 3

a. Vague purposes.—When the goals, purposes, and policies of an organization are
not clear or consistent, the result is lack of direction and emphasis in organizational
efforts.

b. Operational procedures inconsistent with policies.—When policies are not sup-
ported by operational procedures, the resultant inconsistency suggests an internal and
external conflict which encourages action in opposition to intent.

c. Complacency.—A problemn exists when people within an organization see no pos-
sibility of operating differently or of doing things other than the way they are now be-
ing done.

d. Leaders’ ignorance of how to effect change.—Another kind of problem exists
when those in charge of an organization want to effect change but do not know how to
go about it.

It should be pointed out that the sixth step in the planning process,
“selecting a solution,” is itself a basic type of problem, i.e., choosing among
alternatives. When problems arise during a late stage in the planning
process, it may be necessary to backtrack to identify causes, establish prem-
ises, and develop additional alternative choices.

3. Diagnosing problems. The third step in planning methodology—
basically a research activity—is that of analysis and interpretation of

# Hansen, “Planning for Changes in Education,” op. cit., p. 26.
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statistical data and relevant information to clarify identified problems and
discover their causes and ramifications. All problem situations must be
fully understocd before solutions can be attempted.

4. Establishing premises. Because all human activity is conducted under
conditions of uncertainty, planning is necessary. Coping with the present
and future requires constant anticipation and preparation according to
expectations and needs. Anticipation of the future, then, is a necessary and
crucial step in planning. And such anticipation should establish as clearly
as possible the expected events upon which specific plans may be formu-
lated.

Premises setting forth what is expected in the future may consist of
statistical forecasts based on observed trends or recurring past events, or
they may set forth policies and attitudes likely. to govern future activities.
While every effort should be made to concentrate on assumptions which
have the highest possibility of eventual validation, assumptions of question-
able validity—if not misleading—are useful for developing comprehensive
plans because they take into account conceivable, although remote, possi-
bilities and alternatives.

5. Searching for possible solutions. When preparatory planning steps have
been completed, the more constructive phase of searching for possible
solutions can begin. A most creative and challenging step, it is the heart of
the planning process. Consequently, it should be conducted without any
preconceived restrictions. At this stage, creativity is often stymied by pre-
mature attention to cvaluation criteria, an activity which can prevent
identification of valid but unlikely approaches. Any solution should be con-
sidered a legitimate possibility. At the very least, it should be recognized
that even solutions which may eventually prove unsatisfactory can present
certain advantages.

A simple and often adequate way of solving problems is to study the
ways others have handled similar situations. Guidance from past experience
is relatively easy to obtain, and it has the advantage of frequently providing
practical, tested alternatives. Yet repetition and imitation of cven the best
of past practices do not always satisfactorily solve new and different prob-
lems. Creative alternatives, tailored to anticipated circumstances, are dis-
covered only through research. And, althoug! research alone is not plan-
ning, as a process for analyzing problems, developing alternative solutions,
and providing clues to the most effective solution, it is an integral part of
planning.

6. Selecting a solution. The final and often most difficult step in the plan-
ning process is that of comparing the alternatives being considered and
deciding on the specific course of action which appears to be most appropri-
ate to effect desired changes. Rational decisionmaking requires a careful
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calculation of the advantages and disadvantages of each alternative, with
emphasis on the crucial effectiveness and eﬂicipncy of each. (Is the task ac-
complished?) (At what relative cost?)

Other than performance over a period of time, there is no sure test to
validate the correctness of a chvice among alternatives. Nevertheless, at the
time a decision is made there are a number of different ways to reduce the
possibility of serious error. Sume checks which can be made include (1)
reviewing the planning prezess to expose weakness or errors in analysis,
data inaccuracy, unexpected consequences, or even faulty premises; (2)
conducting a pilot test to verify expected results: (3) hedging the decision,
through implementation by stages, so that total commitment is not made
until after initial results are known; (4) securing agreement from others to
test accuracy by degree of acceptance.?¢

State Planning Functions

The following functions relevant to planning are deemed to be among
those which constitute the province or proper business of State coordinating
agencies.*

l. Delineating sharply and concretely the generally accepted broad
educational objectives of the State and determining through analysis and
assessment those objectives which should receive highest priority over a
given period of time.

2. Preparing multiyear comprehensive plans designed to integrate the
curriculum, research, and services of statervide higher education, to correct
inadequacies, and to attain educational objectives.

3. Developing various program: alternatives and, by systematic analysis
and comparison, presenting for review specific recommendations.

4. Studying continuously and evaluating thoroughly existing State pro-
grams in order to determine their adequacy and compare benefits and costs.

5. Examining State and other sources of financial support in order to
determine the potential for additional revenue, and developing legislative
and other proposals which will take advantage of identified opportunities.

6. Collecting, interpreting, and managing descriptive and quantitative
educational data in the State and Nation—data which relate to and have
implications for educational planning-—then applying such data to the
development of plans.

# Kitchell, “A Summary of Current Planning Concepts,” op. cit., p. 14.

5 An adaptation and extension of functions listed by Jack Culbertson, “State Plan-
ning for Education,” in Planning and Effecting Needed Changes in Education, op. cit., pp. 280~
8l.



PLANNING THEORY AND DIMENSIONS 21

7. Conducting and supporting rescarch activities to determine cause-
and-effect relationships, testing and analyzing the effectiveness of
specific plans proposed and adopted, and developing assessinent instru-
ments and techniques.

8. Establishing coordinated working relationships and eflective com-
munication with all organizations and individuals directly concerned with
planning.

It is important to recognize that, with the exception of certain assigned
powers, the responsibilities of State coordinating agencies generally do not
extend beyond providing leadership, advice, and recommendations. What
powers the board is given generally relate to approval of new and existing
degree programs and new campu:cs, preparation and presentation of a
consolidated budget, and administration of State and Federal student grant
and aid programs. In most other areas, final decisionmaking, mobilization
for change, and implementation of adopted proposals are actions for which
the rslleges and universities, cither individually or collectively, are respon-
sible. In the public domain, these actions may be carried out through
exercise of the executive and legislative power of the State government
and its agencies. If plans are to be set in effective motion, circumstances
will almost certainly require the coordinating agency to supervise the
implementation of adopted proposals.

Master Plan Content

As the planning process is a continuous activity, so the master plan, re-
gardless of its depth and comprehensiveness, is but a temporary guide, not a
final solution. A master plan must be responsive to the needs of the State
and its people, also to individual public and private institutions within the
State. Since it is obvious that no one master plan will satisfy everyone, the
plan itself must be constantly subject to review and revision. In essence, it
must exist as a living document, subject to changes in State needs.

What clearly distinguishes a master plan from the usual State survey or
special study is its unique combination of multiple elements, each func-
tionally distinctive yet mutually supporting. The component features most
often embodied in a master plan are:

1. Premises which form the basis for State educational objectives and
which underlie the patterns of planning and coordination development

2. Immediate and long-range postsecondary educational goals of the
State

3. Socioeconomic conditions of the State, and implications of these con-
ditions for higher education (See chapter I1.)

4. Analysis of a wide variety of topic areas
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5. Supporting statistics and advisory studies
6. Integrated recommendations
7. Plans for implementation and simultaneous review of progress.

Within the foregoing general framework, State plans exhibit marked
variation in content. Each master plan contains a unique selection and
grouping of topics which reflect the individual pattern of the State—a
pattern that distinguishes between subject matter requiring central decision-
making (and thus suitable for inclusion in the master plan) and topics for
which decisions at the institutional or campus level are more appropriate.

Under certain supporting circumstances, practically any component of
higher education could be seriously considered a legitimate topic for master
planning. Within the broad spectrum of master planning itself, two polar
positions may be identified. At one end of thie continuum are a few subjects
demanding uniformity and coordination sufficiently universal in nature to
make them inherently and ideally suited for central planning, even central
control. At the other extreme, a great many activities are strictly the inter-
nal affairs of institutions, rightly falling within the province of each campus.
Most matters regarding student affairs, faculty affairs, administrative ap-
pointments, planning of academic programs and courses, institutional budg-
et preparation, and campus policing, for example, are not the proper busi-
ness of a State coordinating agency. Such topics require local study and
institutional governance —actions for which central planning and control
cannot be a satisfactory substitute. Between these two positions are many
topics which require the attention of both the campus and the central sys-
tem, and for which the superiority of either institutional or central control
cannot always be clearly demonstrated. It remains the task of the State
planning agency, with the concurrence of various institutional members, to
select from this intermediate group of subjects those suitable for statewide
study which are also within the legal purview of ager.cy operations.

There are no arbitrary rules to guide planners in distinguishing between
topics suitable for inclusion within a total-system framework and those for
which institutions are exclusively responsible. The previous discussion of
control versus autonomy points out the inherent dangers of overcentralized
planning. Certainly the burden of proof as to whether or not a topic war-
rants statewide study and planning falls on the central agency.

State master plans and institutional self-studies clearly differ in subject
selection and emphasis, analytical procedures, and perspective. Some of
these distir.ctions are noted by Browne:

Compared with the institutional plan, generally the system’s plan discriminates more
of its variables quantitatively than qualitatively: utilizes comprehensive data to meas-
ure the perimeters of the system: places emphasis on such matters as statewide educa-
tional opportunities, differential functions and programs, faculty demand and supply,
relations with State government, procedures for equitable distribution of funds, ete.;
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formulates policy controls :ind coordinative arganization; displays more sensitivity to
broad public sentimient and pressures, particularly those arising from taxpayers and
legislatures, and less regard for local idiosyncrasies.

By contrast, the institutional plan devotes more attention to qualitative assessments
of its clements: makes descriptive studies of institutional operations and programs;
emphasizes such atters as student selection, curriculum revision, faculty recruit-
ment and deployment, need for facilities, funding requirements, etc.; reviews the ad.
ministrative organization as a means of facilitating programs and functions; and is
sensitive to the idiosyncrasies and dynamics of institutional constituencies—students,
faculty, administration, governing board, and alumni.*

To clarify furiher the distinction between system and institutional plan-
ning and the respective study areas of each, it is helpful to visualize the
ultimate division of responsibility. ‘The classification of entries in figure I-1,
by expected echelon of principal decisionmaking, illustrates a possible
final organization. Topics requiring central decisionmaking and warranting
statewide planning and coordination have been entered above the hori-
zontal line. Entries below the line include those basically within the juris-
diction of the institution or campus. This division of responsibilities is, at
best, representative; what the figure depicts is only an illustration, not a
recommended guide.

In a topic area, exclusive management by either the central orgarization
or the individual institution is unlikely, even within a highly centralized
system. The positioning of topics, therefore, indicates only those decision-
making levels expected to be of major interest and responsibility. Inter-
mediate echelons of control may be added, also regional or national
divisions.

Planning Premises

The experience of many States suggests that certain guiding principles
or premises may be identified to serve as a basis not only for establishing
post-high school education objcctives, but also for establishing desirable
patterns of planning and coordination within a State system of higher
education. The premiscs of major importance are, bricfly, the following.”

1. Modern society’s goals—-whether economic, social, or political—
can be achieved only through the development of human resources. Such

¥ Browne, op. cit., p. 41.

% Premises 1, 2, 3, and 5, with slight editing and rearrangement, are from Education
Bevond the High School: A Project for Oregan, Post-High School Study Committee, 2 sub-
committee appointed by the Educational Coordinating Council, Eugene, 1966, pp. 7-8.
Premises 6-10, also edited, are from Michigan Staff Study No. 12, Control and Coordina-
tion of Higher Education in Michigan, by John Dale Russell, Lansing, 1958.
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development is most effectively fostered when society makes available to its
citizens the fullest opportunity for self-fulfillment, tempered by social
needs. As a social endeavor, therefore, education is important to the indi-
vidual and to society in general.

2. The increasing complexity of society requires human talents of a wide
variety and achievement at many levels. Hence, the needs of society and
the needs of individual self-fulfillment are both well served when a wide
diversity of educational opportunities is made available in a manner that
encourages their widespread use.

3. The ““hand-minded”~simply because they are “hand-minded”—
should not be treated as less important than the ‘‘book-minded.” Since
society has need for both, it has an educational obligation to both.

4. Opportunity for college study at all levels should be readily accessible
to siudents throughout the State, and students should be able to choose
colleges and programs on a basis other than cost.?

5. In a society as diverse as that in the United States, numerous types of
institutions—some publicly supported, some privately supported—are
necessary if the wide variety of post-high school educational opportunities
the times demand is to be provided. Cooperation among these institutions
in planning for post-high school educational needs is both desirable and
essential.

6. The strength cf a State program of higher education will depend on
the quality of program and services offered by individual institutions.
Therefore, the primary purpose of a State system of planning, coordination,
and control should be to encourage all individual institutions within the
system to attain optimum strength.

7. The presence of one or more well-performing institutions will not
necessarily insure an effective State program of higher education. All
institutions in the system must be sound.

8. Strength in an institution of higher education is closely associated with
autonomy in the making of essential decisions affecting institutional opera-
tions. It is virtually impossible to build a strong institution unless the insti-
tution itself is given maximum self-determination in its operations.®

9. The coordinating function should be assigned to a single central
agency that does not have responsibility for the operational control of any
individual institution. By contrast, the control and management of the

28 State.administered financial aid is generally based on individual student need and
on overall expense. When institutional charges are high, part of the aid is usually in the
form of loans. (See chapter IV for principles pertaining to administration of student
financial aid.)

19 Self-determination does not, ipso facto, insure quality; it is only a necessary pre-
requisite for building quality.
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internal operations of a given institution should be left to an agency con-
cerned only with that institution,®

10. Coordination functions can be carried on with what hopefully will
be construed as minimal interference with essential institutional autonomy.
Among the necessary functions of coordination are (i) devising plans for
the orderly development of higher education in the State: (h) collecting
and analyzing pertinent data concerning institutional programs, facilities,
and finances; (c) giving advice and/or recommendations concerning the
role and functions of institutions in the State system: (d) reviewing institu-
tional requests for appropriations and making recommendations to the
legislature regarding the financial needs of each institution: and (¢) re-
viewing new programs, degree offerings, and physical facilities to ascertain
their consonance with State plans.

Planning Topics

Within the complete scope of planning, the special subject areas are too
numerous to list in detail. But on the basis of a careful survey of existing
planning documents, the following constitute the core subject matter re-
ceiving greatest emphasis.

1. Components related to the goal of developing human resources to
the maximum through encouragement and guidance of student entrance
and passage through the higher educatin system; specifically,

a. A policy to provide equal and open educational opportunities beyond
high school for all who seck and can benefit therefrom, with these oppor-
tunities continuing until each person’s needs for economic and social self-
sufficiency arc met;

b. A program of high school and college counseling and remedial work
to identify, conserve, and develop the talents of all citizens, and to encourage
individuals to continue their education to the extent of their abilitics and
motivation;

¢. Guidance for nonresident students with respect to admission standards,
retention and transfer policies, and articulation among the segments;

d. A program of student financial support to enable each qualified
individual, regardless of financial position, to attend an institution suitable
to his needs, interests, and abilities: also, a related policy to deal with the
proportion of financial aid to be borne by the student, his parents, and the
government—State, local, and Federal.

¥ For a discussion of this topic and other requirements of planning and coordination,
se¢ A. J. Brumbaugh, Stateude Planning and Coordinatian of Higher Fducation, Southern
Regional Education Board, Atlanta, Ga., 1963, pp. 35-41.
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2. Components related to the goal of providing higher education pro-
grams and services to meet the diversified needs of the citizenry, as well as
State needs for trained manpower and research requirements; specifically,

a. Means for providing comprehensive higher education programs to
meet present and projected enrollments— baccalaureate, graduate, and
professional; subbaccalaureate programs providing an opportunity for
preparation in short-term specialized occupational areas and on the college
level to ensure entry into semiprofessional, technical, or vocational fields,
and adult education programs;

b. A plan for the development of higher education public service to the
State—-programs which will contribute to the social, cultural, and moral
well-being of the citizenry;

c. A plan to promote and encourage research;

d. Recommendations for the continued improvement of instruction and
curriculums, including experimentation with innovative educational
media:

¢. A program to provide the necessary training at recommended levels
to meet carefully made estimates of trained manpower requirements;

f. A plan indicating how educational programs, by level and by type,
will be distributed—by both economic-geographical region and institu-
tions—so that cost factors and accessibility are fairly apportioned through-
out the State.

3. Components related to the goal of providing a State system and
organizational structure to achieve effective operation and orderly growth
of higher education; specifically,

a. Designation of the immediate role or funtion of each institution
within the State system, based on desired division of responsibilities,
together with recommendations for future roles and coordination of ef-
forts;

b. Establishing criteria for new 2-year colleges, 4-year colleges, and uni-
versities, as well as policy relative to institutional expansion and/or cur-
tailment;

c. Provision for continuous planning, supportive research, data manage-
ment, and coordination, with special attention to the private sector and to
eflective communication between State agencies and individual institu-
tions;

d. A policy toward State or local governance of 2-year colleges;

e. Directions to guide and encourage institutions in making cooperative
arrangements, especially the sharing of libraries, exchange of faculty, co-
ordination of extension services, pooling of ETV network programing,
joint use of research facilities, and scheduling of regional consortiums.
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4. Components related to the goal of attracting and retaining a faculty
of able and dedicated teachers, scholars, and researchers: specifically,

a. Conducting faculty supply and demand studies based on institutional
education, research, and service obligations;

b. Establishing broad policies designed to secure and maintain a compe-
tent faculty: recruitment, salarics, staff benefits, teaching and service loads,
research opportunities, tenure, and so on. -

5. Components related to the goal of providing adequate and appropri-
ate facilities and of securing efliciency in physical plant construction,
utilization, and operation; specifically,

a. Projection of space needs and plans for the design and construction of
new facilities, particularly as they relate to the campus master plan for ex-
pansion;

b. A system for the eflicient utilization of physical plant facilities, on
both daily and yearly basis;

c. A plan for financing capital construction and for determining pri-
orities among institutions and campuses.

6. Components i¢lated to the goal of providing the fullest possible finan-
cial support for higher education, equitable distribution of funds, and ef-
ficient use of available resources to achieve the highest possible level of
excellence; specifically,

a. Recommendations to guide and encourage State and local tax effoits
to support higher education in order to maintain desired quantity and
quality;

b. Recommendations regarding tuition and fees to be charged, consistent
with student financial aid policies;

c. A policy for the support of research:

d. A policy for allocating State higher education funds among public,
private, and other major sectors;

¢. Procedures for determining the kind of financial recommendations
nceded to meet budgetary needs of individual institutions and assure fair
distribution of money among the institutions.

COMMENTARY ON
STATEWIDE PLANNING

The more subtle and subjective aspects of the State planning operation
defy rules, definitions, and formulas. They can be identified and examined
only through perceptive observation and judgment of past experience.
Therefore, the realistic circumstances of planning can perhaps best be
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understood through firsthand commentary by those currently engaged in
the process. The following accounts provide insight into and information
about some of the more important and often debatable dimensions. No
prescription is intended. Few observations identify all of the realities.
Furthermore, it is doubtful that each and every suggestion mentioned here
would be advocated by all practitioners.

Planning principles. In summarizing the sessions of the 1965 Western
Interstate Commission for Higher Education (WICHE) conference on
long-range planning for higher education, Leland Medsker cited the fol-
lowing general principles as representative of thoughts expressed by the
participants:

1. While a “‘master plan” is not sacred in the sense that every institution should have
one, it is essential that each college develop some type of guideline in order to make
certain decisions about the manner in which it will meet inevitable problems and pres-
sures in each 5 (or more)-year period ahead.

2. There is probably an optimum time period for which planning should be done.
The period cannot be so long as to preclude reasonable accuracy in projecting statistics
and trends, nor can it be so short as to make planning meaningless.

3. Plans must be flexible enough to allow for change, yet rigid enough to encourage
action. The dangers of overplanning may be as great as those of underplanning.

4. Planning should be deliberate, with provision for adequate time and money to be
invested in it. It is not a weekend affair.

5. Planuing at any level should be within the context of current and projected social
and economic characteristics of the State and the Nation. This includes consideration
of such factors as long-term occupational trends, advances in technology, and like
matters.

6. Planning should alss be done with a view to developing social and economic re-
sources of the area served by the college.

7. Emerging tends in the patterns of college attendance are important factors in
planning for higher education at either the institutional or State level.

8. The initiation of planning should be the responsibility of individual colleges and
syste.as of higher institutions. The matter should not go by default to governmental
agencies.

NOTE.—The need for individual colleges to perfcrm their own institutional planning
should be clzarly distinguished and not confused with the fact that a central agency,
representing either an education system or the State, is best suited to direct statewide
planning activities.

9. Planning in regard to determining institutional purposes must be done from
within, with outside help (if needed at all) limited to technical assistance.

NOTE.—While primarily set from within, the determination of institutional purposes
needs the participation of other colleges affected by the functions and goals identified.

10. There must be consensus among those who make and those who implement plans.
This argues for faculty and staff participation in institutional planning and for institu-
tional participation in system planning.®

81 Leland L. Medsker, “Resources for Planning: A Résumé,” in Long-Range Planning
in Higher Education, op. cit., pp. 119-24.
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Advantages of statewide planning. In listing the principal advantages of
statewide planning, Lyman Glenny suggests that the process:

1. Lessens or eliminates tensions and conflicts among institutions.

2. Focuses attention of the public on the whole system of higher education rather than
on one or two of the larger institutions.

3. Helps to create among legislators and State executive officers a more favorable at-
titude toward educators and higher education.

4. P:ovides a relative increase in support for smaller colleges, which, thanks to the
central agencies, are said to be financially better off than before coordination.

5. Affords, through assigning and enforcing differ- ntial functions, some protection of
the traditional functions of the university and land-grant college against encroach-
ment by teachers colleges and State colleges, and obtains for them financial support
equivalent to, or greater :l:an, that before coordination.

6. Provides, in a number of States, long-range capital-construction programs and
schedules which, it is hoped, the legislature will agree to suppost.

7. Enriches program offerings :hroughout the public system by increasing support
and preventing unnecessary overlap and duplication. 3

Kelationship between the system and institutions. Arthur D. Browne concludes
his discussion of autonomy and coordination with some helpful suggestions
for strengthening the relationship between institutions and the central
org inization. What follows are excerpts from his main points.

1. The relationships between the system and the institution should be viewed as
complementary and mutually supportive. Institutions need to unite under a strong
central leadership in order to achieve some of their purposes.

2. A clear-cut division of responsibility between the central office and local institu-
tional staffs should be formulated.® Many systems . . . have formulated guidelines
which describe the functions and responsibilities of each institution and the system as
awhole. ...

NOTE.—Glenny (1959) belicves that coordinating agencies, like the Federal Govern-
ment, should have enumerated powers, and that unenumerated powers should be
reserved for institutional boards.

3. The central organization should seek to avoid intra-institutional administrative
activities. Traditionally, the administration of colleges is the province of professionally
trained personnel who grapple with these problems at the local level. External inter-
ference in administrative affairs undermines the moiale of the professional staff and
discourages local creativity and initiative.

4. Whatever types of controls are exercised by the central office should be devised
specifically for fulfillment of its limited responsibilitics. It is casy for controlling policies
to proliferate. The governing board or coordinating council’s leadership is demon-

8 Lyman A. Glenny, Autonomy of Public Colleges: The Challenge of Coordination, McGraw-
Hill Book Co., New York, 1959, pp. 204-05.

8 Most observers, including Browne, recognize the impossibility of this task. The dif-
ferences which arise between the central coordinating agency and the institutions en-
courage continual conflict not unlike that between the States and the Federal Govern-
ment—conflict which, by its very nature, cannot always be resolved.
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strated by its ability to govern well through general policies which keep certain con-
trolling reins at the board level but which also protect local institutions from restric-
tive and picayunish regulations that may undermine their individual seif-development.
5. Easily accessible lines of communication need to be established between the institu-
tional units and the central agency. One of the hazards of a system is that the central
governing power may become too far removed from the local units. It cannot remain
on the local scene to keep a finger on the institution’s pulse. Psychological and/or
communication barrievs may inhibit the central-local organization from functioning
as a coordinated unit.

6. Competent fact-finding promotes better relations by alleviatiag distrust. The abil-
ity of a system to build a reservoir of factual information to describe current situations
and project future conditions is an asset in improving system-institution relationships.
True, data do not resolve controversies, but they shift negotiations to a more sophisti-
cated plane.

?. The quality of leadership molds relationships. Difficulties arise in negotiations if
cither institutional or system officers consider the other to be less qualified and pro-
ficient,

8. The organization of a governing or coordinating board relater to ir. effectiveness.
Organization is much less critical in creating cffective relations tlan the personnel
involved, but nevertheless it does play a significant role. The compoition of the board
or council is one key to its effectiveness. Ideally, board members should represent each
institution but champion none. They necd the knowledge of a specialist, coupled with
the objectivity of a nonpartsan. Such a combination of virtues is nonexistent.¥

New approaches to planning. Max Ways suggests that the following charac-
teristics are typical of the “new style of private and public planning, prob-
lem solving, and choosing” being employed in planning-programing-
budgeting-systems, operational rescarch, systems analysis, and systems
planning.

1. More open and deliberate attention to ¢he selection of ends toward which planned
action is directed and an effort to improve planning by sharpening the definition of
ends;

2. More systematic advanced comparison of means by criteria derived from the ends
sclected;

3. More candid and effective assessment of results, usually including a system of keep-
ing track of progress toward interim goals, as well as a “market-like’” sensitivity to
changing values and evolving ende;

4. An effort, often intellectually strenuous, to mobilize science and other specialized
knowledge in a flexible framework of information and decision so that specific re-
sponsibilities can be assigned to the points of greatest competence;

5. An eniplasis on information, prediction, and persuasion, rather than on coercive
or authoritarian power, as the main agent of coordinating separate elements of an
effort; and

6. An increased capability of predicting the combined effect of several kinds of simul-
taneous actions on one another, which can modify policy so as to reduce unwanted
consequences or can generate other lines of action to correct or compensate for such
predicted consequencss.®

¥ Browne, op. cit., pp. 46-47.
3 As quoted in Culbertson, ¢ State Planning for Education,” op. cit., p. 267.
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Limitations of new planning techniques. Higher education throughout the
country is increasing its use of such recently developed planning technologies
as those associated with operations research (OR) and planning-program-
ing-budgeting-systems (PPBS). Although agreeing that these new tech-
niques hold substantial promise for more effective State education plan-
ning, Jack Culbertson points out® that there are certain limitations which
must be recognized.

1. These techniques cannot make decisions nor can they replace judg-
ment on the part of decisionmakers. Rather, the techniques can aid and
support decisionmakers by providing pertinent data on alternative programs
and courses of action. The decisionmaker, as a rule, will nced to be re-
sponsive to values not encompassed by the new planning techniques.

2. The techniques to be employed require specific measures of output,
yet it is a well-known fact that, in education, progress in achieving precise
output measures is in its infancy. The main reasons are: (a) It is not easy
to define educational goals with sufficient precision to make accurate meas-
urements of output possible. (b) Even if goals are precisely defined, their
number, variety, and nature are such that measurement is not easy.

3. Since the various techniques involve highly rational procedures, ef-
ficiency may tend to be the most influential factor in shaping choices.
Due to the emphasis on precise measures of output, there is a tendency for
planners, when using these techniques, to be overly influenced by eco-
nomics. simply because measuring other values (e.g., human dignity) is
extremely difficult.

4. The new planning techniques represent a special way of thinking and
a rigorous approach to problem-solving. Since the roots of these techniques
lie in such disciplines as economics and mathematics, the techniques them-
selves should not be viewed as simplistic procedures which will produce
incontestable conclusions. They require highly disciplined thinking, coupled
with the courage to examine assumptions and respect empirical data.

5. Fducational planning based upon manpower requiremeats empla-
sizes the instrumental aspects of education. In other words, education is
viewed as a meaus to achieve important economic and social goals, usually
of a2 national character. In the manpower-requirements approach, full
development of the unique talents of individuals, as an educational goal,
would be considered only incidentally. Consequently, those fundamental
educational goals not easily definable could be neglected by planners using
this approach.

Tensions and paradox in planning. Despite the recent development of more
rational, scientific, and systematized approaches to planning for educational

“ Ibid., pp. 279-80.
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change, some clearly unsolved problems remain. Four inherent tensions and
paradoxes in planning, summarized here, have been identified by Kenneth
Hansen.¥

1. The individual and the group. While it is a generally accepted theory
that the group process is a superior way to organize and conduct educa-
tional planning, involvement of all persons concerned with a given change
may limit or delay action. The reason is obvious: The group process in-
creases the likelihood of automatic rejection of new ideas by people who are
involved but do not really identify with the change process. Involvement
must be scen as valuable only insofar as it provides a necessary way to ob-
tain as much insight, knowledge, and creativity as possible. When specified,
detailed information needs to be sought out, ordered, analyzed, and re-
ported; work must be done on a highly individual basis. At the point of
specific decisionmaking, too, individual action may be more helpful than
group effort.

2. Ends and means. Ends and means are inextricably interrelated, but
they are not identical; therefore, one should not be mistaken for the other.
In educational planning, confusion between desirable means and the desired
end frequently results in too much emphasis being placed on the means,
simply by permitting the means to become the end. Also important is
insuring that ends and means are not too widely separated. Very rarely are
means effective or valuable exzept in relation to ends. Still another pre-
caution to be observed is against relying on the maxim that in American
education everyone agrees on ends and disagrees only on means. A strong
argument can be made that quite the opposite is true. There does not yet
exist in any one State or group of States, or in the Nation as a whole, any
fundamental agreement about the ends of education. There is, however,
agreement on many of the means.

3. Research and philosophy. Both the research-oriented and the philos-
ophy-oriented person, in gathering, analyzing, and interpreting data, and
in determining educational and social goals, must move ahead one step at a
time—on the basis of optimum information available—toward clearly de-
fined goals. To wait for the ultimate in data can seriously impede planning
for educational change.

4. The ultimate and the achievable. If any rcasouable, defensible design
is to be created to guarantee the ultimate in education for the future, it
must be based on what is achievable. Full consideration must be given to
consent, consensus, and compromise; in addition, multiple approaches must
be tried and temporary plans sometimes put into effect.

Policy issues. In State planning for higher education, the arduous and
critical task of policy formulation cannot be avoided. The issues involved are

% Hansen, “Planning for Changes in Education,” op. cit., pp. 30-34.
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often complex and controversial. The decisions usually require important
value judgments, and the answers seldom please everyone. John 1. Millett
has raised some major policy-issue questions confronting higher education
which State governments must resolve, in some way, for publicly sponsored
and publicly supported institutions.

l. Should a State provide higher educational opportunity to out-of-State students?
If so, how many should be admitted and how much should such students be charged?™
2. Should a State provide open adinission to all high school graduates of the State or
restrict college admission to i proportion of the high school graduates? Shall open
admission be provided only at certain institutions of higher education or at all?

3. What should be the role of the State in providing public television, and should
public television Lo provided through institutions of higher education?

4. To what extent should higher education be provided at institutions where students
attend on a residential basis, and to what extent should higher education be provided
at institutions where students attend on a comnuting basis?

5. To what extent should the State seek to encourage research, and how should such
encouragemest be undertaken?

6. Shouid State governments assist private colleges and universities, and, if so, what
manner of support would be most appropriate?

7. Should public higher education facilities and prograns be expanded in major ur-
ban areas or should they be expanded on residential campuses in stnall comnunities?®

Questions related to the drafting of final recommendations. Although most master
plans deal with a number of common topics, they vary greatly in scope and
depth and in the extent of recommended change. Lyman Glenny has listed
certain critical, perplexing questions which must be answered by State
higher education planners before they can establish study parameters and
policy essential to formulation and presentation of final recommendations:

l. How much change can be proposed in a statewide plan and be implemented suc-
cessfully? Is it better to limit the plan to a few essentials or cover the waterfront?
What are the practicable limits of achievable change?

2. How short- or long-range should the plan be? Should it extend to « 5-, 10-, 15-
year period? What are the safe linits for projections? What are the motivating cle-
ments of a short-term verus long-range plan?

3. How much exposure should be given a drafted master plian before attempting final
approval? To what extent should the plan be subjected to institutional negotiation,
public hearings, and prior exposure to governmental officials, including legislators, in
order to weed out the impractical, faulty, and unachievable propusals?

+. T what extent can a plan become a *“package deal? How do you prevent a sensi-
tively balanced and finely adjusted plan from heing dissected and mutilated in the
political process of approval? Is it realistic 10 ask a legislature to accept all of a plan or
none of it?

A related question: How can States jointly provide educational opportunities to
population centers divided by their respective borders?

3% John D. Millett, an address before the Sixteenth Annual Legislative Work Con-
ference, Southern Regional Education Board, White Sulphur Springs, W. Va., Aug. 27,
14967,
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5. How much “reality” should be exposed in a plan? Should the bald financial facts,
for example, which may frighten the governor and the legislature be given or should
they be minimized in order not to jeopardize the plan? How much honesty is required,
even though self-defeating.%

Implications of the planning movement. As educational planning develops
and expands, it will affect a variety of organizations and agencies. Some of
the implications for these groups and individuals arising from planning
movements have been cited by Jack Culbertson.¢!

1. The important implication for universities and other organizations
responsible for training educational administrators is the need to establish
new short-term training arrangements to familiarize leaders in educational
institutions and in education-related agencies with the nature and scope of
new approaches to planning. In addition, resident indepth programs will
be required to prepare substantial numbers of personnel actually to use the
new planning methods in education.

2. The implication for State legislators and governors stemming from
the new planning movement is the important responsibility they must as-
sume to see that States achieve needed planning capabilities. In some cases,
meeting this need will mean providing special financial support to strengthen
existing planning agencies; in others, the creation of specially supported
planning agencies. If planning is to be effective, a different kind of political
behavior will be required—one based more on cost-benefit theory and
public discussion than on traditional patterns of bargaining and private
communications. Citizens will have more options to examine and more data
on which to base their decisions.

3. To meet the increase in demand for planning data based upon some
relationship between input and output measurements, professional organiza-
tions interested in education will have to change their approach to the col-
lection and analysis of information by adopting systems-planning pro-
cedures.

4. Since systemztic planning always involves a careful examination of
existing practices and underlying assumptions, educational leaders and
others intimately identified with education can, at times, expect to ex-
perience discomfort. For this reason, some defensiveness will inevitably be
associated with national and State efforts to assess education. Huwever, as
the emergent planning and assessment movement develops, responsible
educational personnel will undoubtedly adjust in a mature fashion.

5. New planning methods can provide citizens with more educational
options to consider and more adequate data with which to examine these
options.

% Lyman A. Glenny, ‘‘Long-Range Planning for State Educational Needs,” op. cit.
4 Culbertson, “Staic Planning for Education,” op. cit., pp. 283-85.
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American Association of Stite Colleges and Universities, Coordination and Governance of
Higher Education, Washington, D.C., 1971, 20 pp.

Three essays provide insight into the challenges of coordination in higher education.
William K. Selden, in *‘Soine Observations on the Coordination of Higher Education
at the State Level,” discusses basic issues and develops a set of principles as guidelines for
effective coordination. Glenn S. Dumke explains why a deniocratic, consultative approach
to academic governance has failed to cope successfully with the complexity of modern
institutions, systemwide organization, and special-interest politics. “The days are over,”
he states, “when administrators can pass the buck to faculty committees or other groups
of constituents for the actual enforcement of the regulations of the institution. There must
be some unilateral decisions. There must be some taking of firtis and prompt positions,
and strangely enough, I do not think that faculties, in spite of all the talk to the con-
trary, really object to this method of administration.” Dumke goes on to suggest that
since every campus problem cannot be solved by rational argument, *. . . the ad-
ministrator, in order to maintain his accountability, must welcomne advice from many
quarters but must not yield to demands for over-wide participation in the decision-
making process.” M. M. Chambers, author of the third essay, ““Trends Among the States
in Governance and Coordination of Higher Education,” asserts that *“The continued
push for tighter and tighter centralization in State government, in the name of ‘economy
and efficiency’ and of ‘scientific management,’ is in very large part a reach for political
power.” He suggests that the functions of a coordinating board may be properly limited
to (1) gathering data, (2) making studies, (3) receiving information, and (4) making
recommendations.

Berdahl, Robert O., Statewide Coordination of Higher Education, American Council on
Education, Washington, D.C., 1971, 285 pp.

This study provides an indepth analysis of the structure. functions, and relationships
of various types of State higher education coordinating agencies. The author attempts
not only to narrow the differences in outlook held by higher education and State govern-
ment, but to clarify the role of intermediary which State coordinating agencies perform
betwcen the States and colleges and universities. Considerable attention is given to the
issues that distinguish academic freedom from university autonomy, to the responsibility
of higher education to the public interest, and to the form and extent of coordination
necessary to maintain autonomy and responsiveness. Other topics discussed include the
relationship between the State and private higher education and between higher educa-
tion and the public school system; also, the impact of Federal programs on State co-
ordination. The influence of coordination on the nature and quality of decisionmaking in
education is also examined, as are the decisionmaking procedures themselves, particu.
larly those relating to planning, budget review, and program approval. Effective use is
made of information and opinions gathered in an intensive field study of 19 State higher
education systems. In the concluding chapter, the author presents some generalizations
and recommendations to further understanding of the proper role of statewide cocordinat-
ing agencies and to illustrate how the coordinating function may be most effectively per-
formed.

Brumbaugh, A. J., Statewide Planning and Coordination of Higher Education, Southern Re-
gional Education Board, Atlanta, Ga., 1963, 45 pp.

This work is a short summary of the ways in which 15 States have approached the
problem of long-range planning for and coordination of higher education, with particular
reference to the southern States. Of special value are the generalizations concerning
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requirements for effective statewide planning and coordination based on the experiences
of existing agencics. Two introductory chapters discuss the “Why?" and “What?" of
planning and coordination.

Carnegie Commissiui, on Higher Education, The Capital and the Campus: State Responsibil-
ity for Postsecondary Education, McGraw-Hill Book Co., New York, 1971, 154 pp.

Like many Carnegic Commission reports, this is replete with detailed information.
In the sheaii, concisely written chapters, summary listings are often substituted for nar-
rative text. The chapters cover the following: major themnes; the goal and the issues;
nature of State responsibility; the governor, the legislature, and higher education;
coordination and planning; comparison of State effort; the State and the nonresident
student; the State and private institutions; public and private tuition levels; public funds
for private higher education; public accountability and institutional independence, and
conclusions. Resident and migration data and State financing statistics are presented in
appendixes. An cxceptionally valuable book, it is “must” reading for members of State
boards and commissions charged with responsibility for postsecondary education.

Carnegie Commission on ligher Education, Gorernance of Higher Education, McGraw-
Hill Book Co., New York, 1973, 249 pp.

This report on governance studies siw issues concerning the structures and the processes
of decisionmaking in higher cducation: (1) adequate provision for institutional inde-
pendence, (2) the role of the board of trustees and of the president, (3) collective bar-
gaining by faculty members, (4) rules and practices governing tenure, {5) student in-
fluence on the campus, and (6) the handling of emergencics. It also offers some general
observations about campus governance and identifics features of higher education
governance in the United States that distinguish it from systems elsewhere.

Chambers, M. M., Voluntary Statewide Coordination in Public Higher Education, University
of Michigan Press, Ann Arbor, 1961, 80 pp.

The author has assembled facts and opinions on the history, activities, successes, and
failures of voluntary coordination in State higher education. Convincing argument is
made that mandatory, coercive, and compulsory coordination leads to mass-produced
higher education, with the best institutions being allowed to decline to a mediocre level.
The author believes that excellence can best be maintained and advanced under condi-
tions of voluntary liaison and cooperation. To suppo: t his position, he cites the trend away
from coercion during the past 20 years. Separate chapters are devoted to an analysis of
the systems of higher education in California, Colorado, Indiana, Ohio, and Michigan.

Coons, Arthur G., C:ises in California Higher Education, Ward Ritchie Press, Los Angeles,
1968, 246 pp.

In the author’s words, this volume presents *“a story of California’s problems of co-
ordination, structure, major issues of governance, and relationships in higher education
in the past decade and some conclusions therefrom based on the experiences and observa-
tions of the writer.” A highly readable and informative study of the continuing and un-
resolved issues of higher education in California, the text is part autobiographical, part
historical. The author draws upon his experiences as chairman of the California Master
Plan Survey (1959-60) and as president of the Coordinating Council for Higher Educa-
tion in California (1965-68).

Eulau, Heinz, and Harold Quinley, State Officials and Higher Education: A Survey of the
Opinions and Expectations of Policy Makers in Nine Strtes, Carnegiec Commission on Higher
Education, McGraw-Hill Book Co., New York, 1970, 209 pp.
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‘This survey concerns the manner in which “legislators and certain State executive
officials perceived the problems and issues of higher education, their attitudes toward
various aspects of higher education, and their expectations of future development,”
The sclected States include five with complex educational systems—California, Texas,
lllinvis, New York, and Peunsylvania—and four with less complex systems-—Iowa,
Kansas, Kentucky, and Louisiana. Those interviewed were legislators and staff members
most intimately connected with legislation or appropriations for higher cducation, and
also State executives. The respondents speak for themselves, with the authors giving only
occasional appraisal and evaluation. What the vespondents had on their minds is or-
ganized into nine topics: Prospects and Problems, Information Pressures, Control and
Oversight in Higher Education, Financing Higher Education, Legislators and Academ-
icians, The Junior College Phenomenon, Student Unrest: Causes and Cures, The Uni-
versity and Society, and Planning the Future.

Glenny, Lynan A., Autonsmy of Public Colleges: 1 e Challenge of Coordination, McGraw-Hill
Book Co.. New York, 19539, 325 pp.

This study is principally concerned with the question: “Which processes, which or-
ganizational pattern of state coordinating boards, and what kinds of relationships be-
tween these boards and institutions and other state agencies can secure the most effective
diversification and improve the quality of higher education without unduly sacrificing
the treedoni, autonomy, and initiative of the affected colleges and universities?” The
authar, through an evaluation of the organization and operation of caordinating agencies
in 12 Statcs, draws many useful conclusions. His analysis is preceded by a comnprehensive
description of the developnient and existing patterns of coordination in higher education
within the States prior to 1957. Four preparatory chapters are devoted to a detailed dis-
cussion of agency functions in planning and policymaking, program allocation, and
budgeting.

Glenny, Lyman A., Robert O. Berdahl, Ernest G. Palola, and James G. Paltridge,
Coordinating Higher Fducation for the *70s, Center for Research and Development in Higher
Education, University of California, Berkeley, 1971, 46 pp.

This study presents workable guidelines, distilled froin available research and existing
practices, for postsccondary education planning by State coordinating agencies. The
four authors have brought to the preparation of this report the benefits not only of their
rescarch in this field but of experience as coordinating executives and faculty board
members. The recommendations, which deal primarily with the means for resolving
problems in higher education, focus un procedure and process rather than on issues or
substantive reeults to be achieved. The carefully reasoned recommendations cover co-
ordinating board membership and organization, planning, program review, budgeting
operations und capital, data bases for planning, adininistration of aid programs, and
nonpublic higher education. The first chapter presents a persuasive rationale for statewide
coordinating boards as opposed to garerning boards.

Glenny, Lyman A., and George B. Weathersby, eds., Statewide Planning for Postsecondary
Education: Issues and Design, National Center for Higher Education Management Systems
at WICHE, Boulder, Colo., 1971, 123 pp.

As stated in the preface, the purposes of this publication are twofold: (1) to provide a
state-of-the-art discussion of statewide planning for postsecondary education for the
wide audience of the higher education community, and /?) to identify major arcas
amenable to future research and development of improved statewide planning and
management systems. The text is concerned first with current issues, organizational struc-
tures, and trends in statewide planning for postsecondary education, then with alterna-
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tive objectives and managerial procedures available to education leaders. Finally, papers
are presented on the mieans to effect change in educational curriculuius and the wanner
in which iustitutions can be expected to improve statewide planning.

Gott, Richard 1., Junior College Into Four-Year Callege: Rationale and Result in Two Institu-
tions, Center for Research and Developinent in Higher Education, University of Cali-
fornia, Berkeley, 1968, 78 pp.

This study cxautines the rationale and implications of upward extension in two 4-year
colleges which evolved from 2-yecar comnunity colleges. The central question is whether
it is passible for an institution to serve concormitantly and equitably both the original
goals of the 2eyear college and those superimposed by expansion to a 4-year collcge.
Variables ex:aunined in providing an answer to this question include: formial intent of
enabling legislation: goals and philosophy of the college; attitudes of administrators,
faculty, and trustees: curriculuin; costs to students: admission palicy; and prébation
and retention policies. One of several of the author's important couclusions is the follow-
ing: *“It sccins evident that there are several junctures at which the goals of the two dif-
ferent types of colleges conflict, and when this happens, the goals of the two-yeur college
evideutly tend to give way to those of the four-year college. Also, when the functions of
the two-year college are compatible with or sitnilar to those of the four-year college, they
tend to be served better than those functions of the two-year college that are juxtaposed
to or are in conflict with those of the four-yecar college.”

Knorr, Owen, ¢d., Long-Ruange Planning in Higher Fduation, Western Interstate Commis-
sion for Higher Education, Boulder, Colo., 1965, 128 pp.

The diverse subjects in this collection of eight papers and discussions from the Sixth
Annual Institute on College Self-Study for College and University Administrators
(Berkeley, July 6-10, 1964) illustrate the many facets of higher education planning.
Among the topics are general concepts and statewide system planning: also, the specifics
of institutional planning for facilitics and finance. A case study of institutional planning at
Southern Methodist U niversity in Dallas, Tex., and an introduction to systems-analysis
planning are also included.

Martorani. S. V.. and Fruest V', Hollis, State Boards Responsible for Higher Education, U.S,
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Office of Education, U. S. Goveinment
Printine Nfce, Washington, D.C., 1960, 254 pp.

“Tnis book provides a benchmark study of the 1960 arrangemnents made by the States
for governing and coordinating their higher education programs. It consists of three
parts: an overview, analysis, and evaluation of State boards: a State-by-State description
of the administrative organization of public higher education: and basic reference tables,

McConnell, T. R., A General Pattern for American Public Higher Education, McGraw-Hill
Book Co., New York, 1962, 198 pp.

The author presents a comprehensive exploration of implications for future patterning
of public institutions that he sees resulting from a lack of uniformity and rationality in
American higher education and the great diversity in students, organization, control, and
output. The text contains a discussion of the need for effective organization and strong
coordination within the State if essential systematic development is to ensue. Many
challenging questions are considered—questions arising from the assumptions on which
planning must be based, the nature of future requirements, and problems of organization
and institutional identity.
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Minter, W. Jolw, ed., Campus and Capitol—Fhgher Education and the State, Western Intere
state Conunission for Higher Education, Boulder, Colo., 1%, 192 pp.

This publication includes papers presented by Samnuel B. Gould, Daniel G. Aldrich,
Jr., Lyman A. Glenny, John F. Morse, Charles S. Benson, Fred Harvey Harrington, and
T. R. McConnell at the Eighth Annual College Self-Study Institute. The authors explore
various dimensions of the growing interdependence of government and higher education.
Several papers delineate the probleis of shaping effective patterns of statewide coordina-
tion and identifying State interest i1t higher education. Two authors assess the impact of
Federal legislation on the university campus. Harrington introduces the interstate Com-
pact for Education and discusses its present and future role. Excellent annotated bibliog-
raphies are included on each subject area.

Moos, Malcolm, and Francis E. Rourke, The Campus and the State, John Hopkins Uni-
versity Press, Baltimore, Md., 1959, 414 pp.

A noted study on the impact of State aduinistrative controls on the management of
State colleges and universities, this volume has as its central concern the threat which
centralized adniinistrative controls and actions impose on campus freedom— freedom that
affects the vitality and effectiveness of institutional administration. Opinion as well as
fact is presented-—data from written and oral statements by hundreds of college and State
officials. On the basis of the author's sclection of materials, it appears that the trend
toward aduiinistrative centralization has greatly restricted the initiative and imagination
of institutional leaders and that there is valid argument for decentralization of authority
in public administration.

Morphet, Edgar L., and Charles O. Ryan, eds., Planning and Effecting Needed Changes in
Education, Citation Press, New York, 1467, 317 pp.

This volume contains papers by experts who examine strategies and procedures for
implementing changes in individual schools, school systems, and State education agencies.
The planuing process and the establishmeat of priorities is carefully studied from inany
viewpoints, often in a highly technical mmanner. Because of its technical orientation and
detailed and scholarly content, the book is particularly useful as a reference.

Palola, Ernest G., Tiinothy Lehmann, and William R. Blischke, Higher Education by De-
sign: The Sociology of Planning, Center for Research and Development in Higher Educa-
tion, University of California, Berkeley, 1970, 627 pp.

This study examines the nature of statewide planning in States with relatively long
experience in this activity and analyzes the significance of planning in the operation and
development of the different colleges and universities involved. Chapter I presents the
conceptu.l framework for the study: viz., a systematic examination of statewide planning
within the organizational context of statewide higher education networks. An individual
network inay be distinguished by (1) the degree to which provision is made for differenti-
ation of fuhctions, (2) the distribution of authority within the statewide educational
hierarchy, and (3) the type of planning undertaken. Six factors are identified, which,
when combined, form the basis for judging whether, in a given State, statewide planning
is comprehensive or fragmented. These factors include the scope of planning activities,
priority given to statewide goals, research as a continuous process, representative particis
pation, strategy for implementation, and coverage of au adequate timespan.

Chapter I provides historical perspective. The ensuing four chapters present detailed
information on the importarze of planning to institutions in four States (California,
Florida, Illinois, and New York). In the words of the authors, *‘Each case study is largely
concerned with the critical decisions about educational goals and functional differentia-
tion between institutions, integration and cooperation between various groups of col-
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leges and universities, and especially cooperative arrangements between the public and
private sectors, and the process and distribution of financial and human resources.”

Chapters VII and VIII compare the impact of State planning on various types of
public and private institutions of higher education. The last chapter presents a planning
model for higher education applicable to statewide networks and identifies appropriate
planning tasks for each of the three different levels within a given network.

Among the negative findings of the authors are that statewide planning ““has been
unable to define and eliminate unnecessary duplication of programs, nor has it been suc-
cessful in discontinuing obsolete, inadequate, or expired programs; . . . has failed 10 inte-
grate the private sector with the public sector in the orderly development of higher
education; . . . has failed to promote cooperative efforts between institutions on a large
scale; . . . has given insufficient direct attention to the issues of quality, excellence, and
substance in higher education, and . . . has been an ad Aoc process.”

Paltridge, James G., California’s Coordinating Council for Higher Education, Center for Re-
scarch and Development in Higher Education, University of California, Berkeley, 1966,
193 pp. plus appendixes.

This study analyzes the principal changes and developments in the organization and
operating procedurcs of the California Ceordinating Council for Higher Education since
inception of the 1960 Master Plan. The reasons for these changes and the forces causing
them are also discussed. The study focuses on three principal areas of change: (1) internal
changes in organizational form and working procedures and the growth and develop-
ment of new working mechanisms, (2) changes in the composition of membership, and
(3) changes in organization and authority resulting from delegation to the council of
administration and allocation of intrastate disbursements of funds under certain of the
new Federal programs for higher education. Chapter 11 reviews the history of coordinat-
ing public higher education in California. Chapter II1 discusses the organizational struc-
ture of the present council, its prescribed functions, and its membership. The ensuing
three chapters delineate the specific areas of change in the council as perceived by the
author. He examines his findings in relation to basic assumptions regarding the growth,
goals, and balance between authority and autonomy of coordinating agencies and also in
relation to pertinent organizational theory. A concluding chapter offers a number of
proposals suggested by the analysis.

Paltridge. James G., Conflict and Coordination in Higher Education, Center for Research and
Development in Higher Education, University of California Press, Berkeley, 1968, 111 pp.

This study, which adds to the body of data on the characteristics and dynamics of
State coordinating agencics for higher education, may prove useful in predicting the ef-
fectivencss, stability, and eventual success of such agencies. The Wisconsin Coordinating
Committee for Higher Education, chosen as a case study, was examined to determine
whether or not certain tentative assumptions about factors contributing to effective co-
ordinating agencies are horne out in practice. While acknowledging that the Wisconsin
experience is not a conclusive test, the author revisws the tentative assumptions in light
of the findings, and also on the basis of similar experiences in a few other States.

Of particular interest to those concerned with the ‘‘conflict” aspect of coordinating
higher education are descriptions of the Wisconsin experience in establishing committee
authority versus institutional autonomy and in determining the jurisdictions and ap-
propriate functicns of the various institutions and institutional systems.

Pliner, Emogene, Coordination and Planning, Public Affairs Resecarch Council of Louisie
ana, Inc., Baton Rouge, 1966, 149 pp.
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The author presents . general discussion of the organization and operation of State
higher education coordinating agencies. Included in six detailed tables and related text
is infonination obtained from a 1965 Public Affairs Rescarch questionnaire sent to all
States: data on board composition and terin of office of imeimbers, use of conunittees,
size of budget, functions performied. and professional staffing. The latter two-thirds of
the voluiue is devoted to a discussion of courdinating and planming in Louisiana.

Southern Regional Education Board, New Duections in Statewnde Higher Education Planning
and Coordination, Atlanta, Ga., 1970, 56 pp.

Included in this slim volume are papers reporting on the following: inajor issues in
public higher education and expectations fur statewide planning and coordination, re-
quirements for effective statewide coordination of higher education, basic system eleinents
for effective coordination, Federal prograius and local planning for higher education, the
Federal impact on statewide planning and coordination, implications and advantages
for statewide planning and coordination of emerging systems, and relationships betwcen
public and private higher education.

Wattenbarger, James L., and others, Coordination of Migher Fducation: An Annotated
Bibliography, Institute of Higher Education, University of Florida, Gainesville, 1970, 28
PP

Willians, Robert L., Legal Bases of Coordinating Boards of Higher Education in Thirty-Nine
States, The Council of State Governments, Chicago, 1967, 129 pp.

As of July 1967, 39 States, either by legislation or constitutional revision, had estab-
lished (1) asingle board of regents for all higher cducation or (2) a coordinating board—
in addition to a board of trustees—for cach institution in the State or for several groups
of systems, such as a university system, a State college systein. and a junior or community
college system. This report sets forth the essential provisions of the legislative acts or
constitutional amendments affecting the <ingle, central, or coordinating board in these
39 States.

Wilson, Logan, ed., Emerging Patterns in American Higher Education, American Council on
Education, Washington, D.C., 1965, 292 pp.

A collection of essays by well-known educational leaders and scholars, this book is
directed primarily to the dynamics of growth in higher education and to the new forins
developing in the relationships among colleges and universitics and within institutions.
It is organized into eight parts: the changing environment of higher education, institu-
tional modifications, the emergcace of State systems, voluntary arrangements, inter-
institutional and interstate agreements, unified approaches to national problems, na.
tional associations in higher education, and national policy for higher education; prob-
lems and prospects.

Wright, Patricia S., ed., Institutional Research and Communication in Higher Education, As-
sociation for Institutional Research, Auburn, Ala., 1970, 280 pp.

Thanks to the broadest conceivable interpretation of communication, the 83 papers
presented ac the 10th Annual Forum on Institutional Research (and included in this
volume) provide valuable insight into many aspects of planning. The nature and range
of coverage are apparent in the following sample of contents: the role of higher education
information systems in statewide planning, data requirements of a statewide board of
higher education, conmunication between individual institutions and State agencies,
institutional objectives and long-range planning, and criteria for establishing branch
campuses.
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This pamphlet lists 115 books and articles pertaining to State-level agency coordina-
tion of institutions of higher education and State-level planning.

Zwingly, J. L., and Mabel E. Rogers, State Boards Responsible for Higher Education 1970,
U. S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Office of Education, U. S.
Governinent Printing Office, Washington, D. C., 1972, 197 pp.

This study consists of a factual description of arrangements made by the States for
governing and coordinating their higher education programs in 1969 and 1970. On a
State-by-State basis, the authors discuss statewide coordinating boards for higher educa-
tion, State boards of education, and boards representing given types of institutions—e.g.,
univertities, professional schools, land-grant colleges, and 4-year and 2-year colleges.
The study includes organizational charts for each State, a basic reference table, and two
appendixes relating to governing-coordinating functions.




Chapter I

SOCIOECONOMIC COMPARISONS
AMONG STATES

Any serious planning for statewide higher education should begin with
an assessment of socioeconomic conditions. The insight and peripective
gained from such an assessment will not only give direction to initial plan-
ning efforts but also affect the value and soundness of final recommenda-
tions. In order to develop and implement a feasible master plan, it is neces-
sary to take into account the basic character and climate of the State which
the plan is intended to serve.

A first step in planning is to understand and interpret accurately State
environment and needs. Information about the immediate environment
must be gained from firsthand observation—from on-the-scene investiga-
tion. A wider perspective—knowledge bcyond what local study can pro-
vide—may be obtained, in part, through interstate comparisons; in other
words, by establishing one State's position relative to that in other States
with similar characteristics. Provided certain precautions are observed,
interstate comparisons may be used to aid in identifying existing deficiencies
and determining realistic g»als.

What is described in this chapter is a system for analyzing conditions
within a State based on interstate comparisons. The system consists of
State data and State rankings for 26 carefully selected measurements of
educational accomplishment, underlying socioeconomic factors, and certain
aspects of higher cducation organization and emphasis. The measurements
are in the form of indexes \-hich show the relation or ratio of one dimen-
sion to another. A procedurc is preseuted for selecting State peer groups
within which interstate comparisons are meaningful as indicators of truec
relative position because of near-common or similar existing circumstances.

The 26 measurements cover the following four areas:

1. Socioeconomic climate for support of education

2. Elementary-secondary school achievement

3. Financial support of higher education

4. Public higher education—organization, emphasis, and achievement.

45
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CONCEPT OF COMPARABILITY

In making interstate comparisons, quantification of phenomena may be
challenged on the basis that the emphasis placed on precise measurements
tends to oversimplify relationships and block out common sense and judg-
ment. Tle fact is that arithmetically precise measurements often have an
uncertain and variable relationship to a phenomenon that is the real subject
of interest. This inexactitude relegates such measurements to a supporting
role, with experience, intuition, and common sense properly serving as
principles in identifying realities.

Interstate comparisons must, neveriheless, be regarded as a useful re-
search instrument, albeit a technique not likely to provide definitive an-
swers. Central to the usefulness of interstate comparisons is the concept of
comparability. Comparison is the process of examining relative values to
discover characteristic qualities, whether similar or dissimilar. The objzcts
to be compared must share some common identity which equates similari-
ties or differences, i.e., an identity which places them side by side to reveal
their true relative character. The common identity which States must share
in order to be compared is usually similarity of socioeconomic characteris-
tics and organization. In a strict sense, States should not only have similar
potential for achievement and mode of operation but also similar objec-
tives. When States closely resemble each other in these fundamental ways,
they have a suificiently common basic identity to permit values and achieve-
ments to be exchanged or transferred; i.e., the accomplishments of one
State may be substituted for those of another. When such transferability is
possible—when one State can view the accomplishments of another State
as a realistic guide, benchmark, or goal applicable to its own efforts—
then, and only then, does practical comparability exist.

The foregoing suggests the importance of comparability based on simi-
larities. The myriad varying environmental conditions and operational
arrangements naturally preclude the exact matching of circumstances in
any two States. Yet, for comparative study, it is possible to group States
by reason of similarity either in (1) basic socioeconomic strength to sup-
port education, (2) manner of organizing for education, or (3) emphasis
on the various educational components. For example, although consider-
able variations in economic strength may exist among neighboring States,
frequently States within the same geographic region exhibit similar socio-
economic conditions. Geographic location, however, is of little help in
identifying States that have similar methods of organizing for higher educa-
tion or which place similar emphasis on various segments and programs.
Such factors can be better equated on the basis of relative rankings for such
selected operating conditions as the public shaie of resident enrollment, the
role of 2-year colleges, and the emphasis placed on graduate programs.
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An explanation of how a trial State peer group may be chosen, together
with the criteria to be employed, is presented in the next section. What
should be remembered is that a suitable peer group can never be deter-
mined by formula alone; judgment is required. It follows, then, that it is
the responsibility of each State to identify those other States which it feels
" offer the best guidance through comparison. Yet, however thoughtfully a
: peer group is selected, the effects of varying State circumstances on com-
; parability are not eliminated altogether. Since each of the 50 States and the
¢ District of Columbia differs from the others in many basic ways, interstate
: comparisons must always be tempered by the strong likelihood that a
¢ number of unconsidered circumstances may ~ontribute to and explain the
. differences noted.

" PROCEDURE FOR MAKING
INTERSTATE COMPARISONS

The recommended procedure for making interstate comparisons involves
two preparatory steps: (1) study of the measurements to be compared, and
(2) identification of peer States. Little real understanding can be gained
from comparison of data unless the exact nature of the measurements in-
volved and their limitations are known. To provide this information, a
complete description of the 26 indexes selected for interstate comparisons
follows, preceded by a brief listing of the criteria used for selecting the
measurements. The tabular data are presented in tables I1-1 (1970) and
11-2 (1960)! (at the end of this chapter).

The importance of obtaining comparability when making interstate
comparisons has been mentioned, as well as the fact that comparability can
be improved by limiting comparisons to those peer States exhibiting similar
conditions of potential, organization, and emphasis. Imposing such a re-
straint establishes a reasonably common base or reference level from which
" meaningful relative standings can be observed. Within a group of 5 to 10
peer States it is possible to identify challenging yet realistic goals and, at
the same time, to gain a perspective concerning the home State’s relative
accomplishments.

The process of selecting the peer group is one of identifying States ex-
hibiting those common conditions needed to secure comparability of data.
The conditions for comparah‘lity depend on the type of data being con-
sidered. Consequently, separate peer groups must be identified for each of

! 'To become acquainted with the indexes and tabular format, the reader should at this
point briefly study these tables.
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the three topic areas in which interstate comparisons are to be made. The
criteria by which peer groups are selected in each of the topic areas are as
follows:

Elementary-Secondary School Achievement

*Compatite socioeconomic climate (index 6)
*Personal income per capita (index 5)

Financial Support of Higher Education
¢Capacity-burden ratio (index 13)

NOTE.—Because of possible economics of scale and differences in capacity to meet
large fixed investments, comparisons between States that differ greatly in total
population (table [1.3, column A) should be avoided.

*Drawing power from high schools (index 22)

NOTE.— States which rely heavily on local government :ubport of higher education
must be given special attention.

Public Higher Education—Organization, Emphasis, and Achievement

*Peer group for financial support, excluding States not placing similar emphasis on
2-year colleges (index 24).

Using the State ranking data in table II-1, a trial peer group of 5 to 10
States can be identified in each of the three topic areas. There should be an
approximately equal number ranking immediately above and below the
home State position with respect to the aforementioned criteria. Experience
and judgment can refine the selection. Neighboring States, for example,
often exhibit similar socioeconomic conditions. Therefore, to insure some
consistency with respect to the many intangible factors associated with
different regions of the country, geographic proximity should be a con-
sideration in pcer-group selection. Similarly, discrepancies in population
or land area should be avoided whenever possible.

As an illustration, using 1970 data (table II-1), consider Kansas the
home State. To obtain comparability in elementary-secondary school
achievement, peer States must be those which rank immediately above and
immediately below Kansas in composite climate (index 6) and personal
income (index 5). In both these indexes, the States are Washington, Min-
nesota, Arizona, New Hampshire, Oregon, Wyoming, and Virginia. The
other States closely positioned to Kansas with respect to composite climate
(index 6)—New Jersey, Nevada, Illinois, Vermont, New Mexico, and
Utah—are excluded from the peer group because their personal income
rank (index 5) relative to Kansas is either too high or too low.

To select the peer group for interstate comparisons of State government
financial support of public higher education, the capacity-burden ratio
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(index 13) and the drawing power from high schools (index 22) are used.
Thus, a reasonable peer group for Kansas might be the following four
States: Michigan, Oregon, Nebraska, and Minnesota. Indiana, Georgia,
Ohio, Virginia, New Mexico, Tennessee, Kentucky, Pennsylvania, and
North Carolina have a capacity-burden ratio similar to that of Kansas but
must be excluded from the peer group because the load on their public
higher education sector is far lower than that of Kansas, where the drawing
power from high schools (index 22) is a high 49 percent. Washington is
excluded from the peer group because its drawing power from high schools
(62 percent) far exceeds that of Kansas. It should be pointed out that within
the peer group selected, Kansas and Oregon depend more than the other
States on local government funding of higher education,

The third topic area for which a peer group must be selected is public
higher education—organization, emphasis, and achievement. For this topic,
States may be fairly compared only if they have similar financial strength
to support education, enroll approximately the same share of residents in
public in-State institutions (as opposed to private and out-of-State institu-
tions), and are similarly organized for higher education—i.e., place the
same emphasis on 2-year colleges, degree programs, and graduate educa-
tion. As might be expected, no two States are even close to equivalency in
all of these conditions. Therefore, to obtain some degree of comparability,
the guideline should be the peer group for State government financial
support, adjusted to exclude those States not placing similar emphasis on
2-year colleges. From the four-State Kansas peer group for financial suppert
analysis, only Oregon and Minnesota are closely allied with Kansas in
respect to the 2-year college share of public enrollment (index 24). If
desired, the peer group may be further modified or enlarged by exercising
judgment based on the emphasis placed on degree programs (index 25)
and on graduate programs (index 26).

To illustrate the general form of an interstate comparison analysis, the
following example—intended to be illustrative rather than complete—is
offered.?

With Kansas as the home State, a brief summary of conditions over which
Kansas has some control should be compiled. As a single source of compari-
son, consideration can be given to the accomplishments of Oregon, which,
in many respects, is the closest peer of Kansas. Both States have approxi-
mately the same socioeconomic base and approximately equivalent ele-
mentary-secondary school achievements. In addition, they have about the
same number of high school graduates per 1,000 population and a similar
tax capacity to provide financial support. Furthermore, the public sector

* At this point, worksheet reproductions of table 1I-1 should be prepared. Colored-
pencil tracings can be used to readily identify the peer-group States and the relative
position of each.
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in both States assumes a dominant role in educating citizens and places
equivalent emphasis on the 2-year college role to accomplish this task.
These common conditions suggest the realism which may be attached to

any accoraplishment level in Oregon that Kansas may choose as a goal (as
of 1970)

Elementayy-Secondary School Achievement

Peer group: Washington, Minnesota, Arizona, Kansas, New Hampshire, Oregon,
Wyoming, ar.d Virginia (selected on the basis of similar rankings in indexes 5 and 6)

Rank of Kansas in eight-.  Rank of Kansas

Index State peer group (1970) nationally (1970)

Financial Support Achievement 6th 26th

(#7)
Holding Power (#8) 3d 13th
Elementary-Secondary School 3d 11th

Productivity (#2)
College-Entrance Rate ( #9) 4th 12th
Composite Index (# 10) 6th 18th

Commentary: In elementary-secondary education the achievements of Kansas are ex-
cellent from a national standpoint; moreover, they are average or above average
within a peer group of high achievers. Kansas is within striking distance of top na-
tional ranking in holding power, productivity, and college-entrance rate. Additional
expenditures per pupil, properly directed, might provide the boost necessary to reach
these top levels. It should be noted that Kansas does not rank high (5th in peer group
and 26th nationally) with respect to State tax capacity per capita (index 12) which,
in part, explains the State’s average national ranking in elementary-secondary finan-
cial support achievement.

Financial Support of Higher Education

Peer group: Michigan, Oregon, Nebraska, Kansas, and Minnesota (selected on the
basis of similar rankings in indexes 13 and 22)

Rank of Kansas in five- Rank of Kansas
Index State peer group (1970) nationally (1970)
Tax Effort (# 14) 4th 41st
Allocation to Higher Education ad 7th
(#15)
Achievement Relative to 2d 19th
Burden (#16)
Achievement Relative to 5th 43d

Earollment (#17)

Commentary: Kansas ranks low within its peer group and very low nationally in tax
effort. While the amount of taxes collected relative to capacity is low, an exceptionally
large proportion is allocated to higher education (18.51 percent). As a result, financial
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support achievement relative to the number of high school graduates is good. How-
ever, a large numixr of high school graduates enter public institutions within the
State (49 percent); consequently, financial achievement relative to the college enroll-
ment burden is very low. To remedy this situation Kansas must increase it« tax effort.

Public Higher Education—Organization, Emphasis, and Achievement

Peer group: Oregon, Kansas, and Minnesota (sclected on the basis of membership
in the Kansas financix! rupport peer group and similar rankings in index 24)

Rank of Kansas in three- Rank of Kansas
Index State peer group (1970) nationally (1970)
Absolute Magnitude of Need 2d 27th
(#18)
Student Tuition and Ability To Ist 14th
Pay (#19)
Free-Access Educatior ( #20) - 2d 2lst
Resources Available To Provide 2d 25th
Quality (#21)
Drawing Power From High 2d 9th
School ( #22)
Public Share of Resident 2d 14th
Student Enrollment (#23)
2 Year College Share of Enroll- 2d 19th
ment (#24)
Emphasis on Degree Programs Ist 22d
(#25)
Emphasis on Graduate Programs 2d 19th
(#26)

Commentary: In public higher education organization, emphasis, and achievement,
Kansas and Oregon are remarkably similar. Both States have a good clementary-
secondary school system and enroll a higher percentage of high school graduates in
the State's public higher education system. Most of the resident undergraduate
students in Kansas and Oregon attend public institutions within their home State
rather than attend out-of-State institutions. About 20 percent of the undergraduate
public enroliment is in 2-year colleges. Both States spend about the same amount per
student for instruction at 4-year institutions.

If comparisons with Oregon suggest any areas in which Kansas might improve, it
would be in developing greater free-access education and in expanding graduate educa-
tion programs.

CRITERIA FOR SELECTION
OF INDEXES

The 26 indexes presented in the ensuing section—with the exception of
two composite ones—are not new. Most of the measurements arc well
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known and frequently used in any study of the various aspects of higher
education. A few measurements-—the tax capacity index, for example—
are less often emploved and should receive greater attention.

In the preparation of this work, great care has been exercised in selecting
the indexes. Over 100 State measurements relating to higher education
were evaluated. A majority were rejected because their specialized content
had little relevance to topics explored. OOne example is infant death rate.
Although it has certain implications for higher education, none is suf-
ficiently relevant or important to warrant inclusion. A substantial number
of others were rejected because similar indexes, with minor variations, re-
port essentially the same content.

It has not been possible to define all indexes to satisfy every selection
criterion. In most instances those sclected are deficient in a number of
respects, vet they represent the best available single choice. In some cases,
the unavailability of data has necessitated a compromise of certain criteria.
What follows are the specific criteria considered:

For index specifications—

1. The index should be defined in measurable terms. This criterion requires that
the index be measured by a physical count, which should minimize per-
sonal bias. Judgment and opinion should be reserved for interpreting and
evaluating the prepared index.

2. The index should be a relative measurement, reasonably independent of absolute
size. Indexes are generally ratios of = principal measurement to an appropri-
ate base dimension, e.g., personal income per capita. Although this cri-
terion encourages fair comparability by adjusting proportionally for State
size, comparisons between States which differ greatly in size should be
avoided. Large States generally have greater capacity to meet the heavy
capital demands of physical plant expansion. Also, economies of scale may
permit States with large systems of higher education to operate more ef-
ficiently at lower unit costs.

3. The index should report the latest available data for the same year reported in
other indexes. This criterion, by encouraging the collection of most recent
data, helps guarantee that the study will be relevant to current situations.
For interrelated measurements and their analysis, consistency in reporting
dates should be the rule. In trend analysis, a fixed datum point is also help-
ful. In this work, the availability of census data has determined, with a few
exceptions, the 2 reporting years—1960 and 1970.

For index quality—

4. The index should be a relevant measurement. This criterion is particularly
discriminative because it directs selection to only those indexes that are
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important to matters at hand. To contribute substantially to understand-
ing, the indexes selected should be clearly and decisively germane to the
topic. Secondary considerations and *‘next-best” choices must be omitted if
duplication and unnecessary complication are 1o be avoided.

Much of the confusion and disagreement surrounding interstate compari-
sons are due to the fact that a plethora of existing measurements has ob-
scured key factors and detracted from central issues. Rigorous application
of this criterion can help reduce both confusion and disagreement.

5. The index should be valid; it should measure what it purports to measure.
The accuracy and value of any measurement is dependent upon judicious
application of this criterion, in conjunction with the one pertaining to rele-
vance. The validity of each index is defensible only on the basis of “face
validity”—i.c., that the index appears to measure what the author and
others have in mind (what they think they are measuring). In this work,
considerable care has been exercised not only in selecting each index but
also in identifying what it is believed to measure. Yet, since v. "' "ty is rela-
tive, what each index actually does measure remains a mz. - for some
personal interpretation.

The fidelity with which the indexes measure what they are intended to
measure will vary with a particular State situation. For example, dollar
amounts in different States do not measure comparable purchasing power
unless geographical price differences are taken into account. Such price
differences, and other special circumstances to be discussed later, cause
index validity to vary among States and, consequently, to reduce compara-
bility. When comparisons are limited to so-called peer groups, the presence
of varying State conditions is reduced; consequently, uniformity in index
validity is improved.

6. The index should be discriminating. This criterion rejects those indexes
with a narrow range of reported values—indexes which do not distinguish
the various State positions with sufficient ciarity or difference to permit
meaningful comparisons. The range between high and low values for
selected indexes should be sufficiently large to allow recognition of a
number of broad, yet reasonably distinct, ranking levels, e.g., high, low,
and median groups. Small differences between closely ranked States have
little, if any, significance.

7. The index should be reliable. This criterion encourages selection of de-
pendable indexes that can be expected to measure with regularity the
dimension sought. Since all selected indexes represent physical counts, any
deficiencies in reliability are usually due to inconsistency in reporting and
are, therefore, likely to be slight.

NOTE.—In any comparison of dollar amounts over time, the effects of
inflation on purchasing power should be taken into consideration.
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DESCRIPTION OF INDEXES

A responsible procedure for making interstate comparisons must neces-
sarily begin with a thorough and accurate understanding of every measure-
ment involved. This section provides a detailed description of each index
and what it purports to measure, also certain applicable limitations. The
source of data for each index is indicated in tables II-1, I1-2, II.3 and in
the sources for tables.

Caution Regarding All Dollar Amounts.—Dollar amounts used in this p
sentation are intended to reflect equivalent purchasing power amo..g
States. Since such equivalency does not in fact exist, adjustments may be
necessary in some instances. Unfortunately, no adjustment factors are
available to identify differences among the States regarding the purchasing
power of dollars for goods and services in education.? A deficient (because
it reports on a different “market-basket” of goods and services) but avail-
able substitute can be derived by noting urban-area differences in “com-
parable living costs.” This index, published by the Bureau of Labor Sta-
tistics,* lists family budgets, at three levels, for an urban family of four in
40 U. S. metropolitan areas during the fall of 1971.

In 1971, comparative indexes of living costs based on an intermediate
budget (810,971) for a four-person family generally did not vary by more
than plus or minus 15 percent of the U. S. average. High living costs were
reported in Anchorage, Alaska (an index value of 136); Honolulu, Hawaii
+119); Boston, Mass. (117); and in the New York-northeastern New Jersey
area (115). Low living costs were noted in Austin, Tex. (86); Orlando,
Fla. (88); and Atlanta, Ga. (89). In tables II-1 and I1-2, dollar values for
Alaska have been reduced 13 percent to equal a living-cost index value of
116.

Indexes not followed by an identifying asterisk indicate conditional factors over
which the State has little, if any, control, and for which no quality level should be
inferred from rank position. Since indexes identified with a triple asterisk
(***) are to a large extent controllable by the State, rank order suggests the general
level of excellence. A single asterisk (*) identifies indexes 22 through 26, all of

3Since teacher services constitute the major expenditure by schools and colleges,
adjusting a State’s educational expenditures by its relative teacher salary level is fre-
quently advanced as a means of obtaining equivalent purchasing power. Such a method
is acceptable if teacher services in the States being compared are of equal or at least
similar quality.

4 See U. S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Office of Information,
“Autumn 1971 Urban Family Budgets and Geographical Comparative Indexes,” News,
Apr. 27, 1972,
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which are largely controllable by the State, yet the quality level associated with rank
position in these indexes is largely a matter of interpretation based on intended empha-
sis.

Socioeconomic Climate for Support of Education

The ensuing series of measurements consists of five socioeconomic charac-
teristics that indicate some basic strengths and capabilities for State sup-
port of education. Overall climate and potential is suggested by the five
measurements considered both separately and as a composite. The meas-
urements are clearly interrelated, vet each is sufficiently distinctive and
important to contribute independently to the total impression. Some meas-
ures may be considered more important than others (personal income per
capita, for example); however, none should be regarded as individually
cdecisive.

Index 1—Educational Attainment (median school years completed by persons
age 25 and over)

NOTE.—The median school years completed represents the number that
divides the distribution into two equal groups, one having completed school
years above the median and the other having completed school years below
the median.

This measurement indicates the formal educational attainment of a
State’s adult population. The educational level of a State suggests the de-
gree to which the general population, by reason of formal educational ex-
perience, is likely to appreciate higher education and encourage and sup-
port its development.

Index 2—Elementary-Secondary School Productivity ***(public and nonpublic
high school graduates as a percent of the 17-year-old population)

This productivity index measures a State’s ability to produce individuals
qualified for postsecondary education. A State in which a large proportion
of the 17-year-old population graduates from high school generally has a
strong elementary-sccondary system with good holding power, as well as a
State citizenry that encourages youth to attend school. Such factors are
generally favorable for the support of higher education.

Index 3—College Educated (percent of persons age 25 and over with 4 or
more years of college)

The college-educated population, by reason of its occupational status,
political interest, and background knowledge, is apt to exert an influence
on public affairs far exceeding its proportionate number. Thus, graduates
who recognize the value of a college degree represent a State constituency
likely to support and encourage the growth of higher education.
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Index 4—~Professional Occupations (percent of employed persons in profes-
sional, technical, and kindred occupations)

The professional component of a State's population is similar to the col-
lege educated in that it constitutes an element predisposed to strong sup-
port for higher education and can be counted on to encourage its develop-
ment. The professional group consists of most college graduates (with the
notable exception of college-cducated housewives), plus many other highly
trained individuals who, because of their professional stature, are likely to
be alert and responsive to the needs of higher education.

Index 5—Personal Income (personal income per capita)

Persunal income per capits closely approximates consumer purchasing
power and reflects stand~.d ot living. Standard of living is a relative
measure of the degree t, which people are able to provide themselves with
the necessities and/or luxuries of life to which they are accustomed or aspire.
Important conditions of life which determine living standards include ade-
quate food, clothing, shelter, employment, public services, health care,
education, transportation, and cultural and entertainment opportunities.
Poor people not only have fewer of all the aforementioned, but also less
ability to obtain them.

Personal income is also an indicator of the ability of citizens to pay taxes
fromi their immediate earnings. However, in this chapter more sophisticated
measures of fiscal capacity are used.

The income-producing component of the population generally consists
of residents between 18 and 64 years of age. The inclusion of dependent
children and the aged in the per capita denominator introduces a burden
factor. Per capita income reports the purchasing power or standard of living
of income-producing residents as well as an adjustment for the burden im-
posed by the State’s dependent population. A State with a relatively large
dependent population has a proportionately lower per capita income and
standard of living.

Personal income is defined as the current income persons receive from
all sources (on a nationwide basis about two-thirds is from wages and
salaries). It includes transfers (payments not resulting from current produc-
tion) from Government and business in the form of social security benefits,
military pensions, etc., but excludes transfers between persons. Although
most of the income is in monctary form, there are important nonmonetary
inclusions: chicfly, estimated net rental value to owner-occupants of homes,
the value of services furnished without payment by financial intermediaries,
and the worth of food consumed on farms.

! Standard-of-living comparison among States requires adjustment to obtain equiva-
lent purchasing power.
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Index 6—Composite Climate Index (average of rankings for measurements 1
through 5)

This index depicts the average rank of each State for measurements |
through 5. As a composite measurement it is uscful for the purpose of iden-
tifying peer States having similar socioeconomic environr-ents to support
education. To illustrate: At first glance Maine and South Dakota do not
appear to have much in common, yet the five socioeconomic measurements
and the 1970 composite index suggest great similarity in their overall climate
for the support of education.

Although the composite index gives equal weight to each of the five meas-
urements, personal income is probably the most important. Because of its
importance, peer States selected on the basis of index 6 should be closely
ranked with respect to personal income as reported in index 5. Wyoming,
Virginia, Wisconsin, Iowa, and Nebraska are examples of peer States
based on close rankings (in 1970) for both of these indexes.

Conversely, Michigan ranks too high in personal income and Montana
ranks too low to be include:d within this socioeconomic peer group.

Elementary-Secondary School Achievement

Included in this section are four measurements of public elementary-
secondary school excellence, plus a composite index. Overall excellence is
best illustrated by considering the four measurements separately and as a
composite.

Index 7—Financial Support Achievement*** (estimated current expenditures
for public elementary and secondary schools per pupil in average daily
attendance)

This index reflects the commitment of State and local funds to support
public elementary-secondary education at desired quantity and quality
levels. Current expenditures include all amounts spent for administration,
instructional services, plant uperation and maintenance, fixed charges, and
other school services. Cav.ion should be exercised in interpreting this index
as a measure of school quality, which, like most value considerations, defies
definition and is essentially a matter of judgment. Attempts to measure
quality have usually resulted in incorporating a number of criteria in a
composite index of selected factors. Current expenditures, however, do
represent a good single indicator of quality since they reflect many compo-
nents of quality: student-teacher ratio, faculty salaries and related qualifica-
tion requirements, and equipment and facilitics. On the other hand, ex-
penditures often do not propesly account for many important but intangible
factors that contribute to or detract from school quality. For example, the
adverse effects of poor socioeconomic conditions on inner city schools often
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reduce quality, while, ut the same time, increase operating costs. Also, re-
porting simple dollar inputs does not account for differences among States
in the efficiency of their elementary-secondary school operations and the
resulting effects on quality.

NOTE.—As with all dollar amounts, greater comparability may be ob-
tained by adjusting for regional variations in purchasing power.

Index 8—Holding Power*** (public high school graduates as a percent of
9th-graders 3 years earlier)

The ability to hold students through graduation reflects not only the
general quality of education provided by the high school, but also, and per-
haps equally important, the educational preparation of entering 9th-
graders.

Index 2-—Elementary-Secondary School Productivity*** (public and nonpublic
high school graduates as a percent of 17-year-old population)

The elementary-secondary school productivity index which reflects over-
all quality and retention ability is probably the single best measurement of
achievement at the elementary-secondary level (see explanation under
main entry for index 2). '

Index 9—College-Entrance Rate*** (State residents enrolled for the first
time in undergraduate degree-credit college programs anywhere, as a
percent of high school graduates of the State)

The ratio of first-time college students to high school graduates of the
previous year is an indicator of the percent of high school graduates entering
degree-credit programs in higher education. As such, it suggests the inclina-
tion of high school graduates to attend college, their academic qualifica-
tions, and the accessibility of postsecondary education. The desire and
ability of high school graduates to attend college is dependent on many
factors, the more important being the quality of the high school they at-
tended, parental encouragement, the proximity of a college, and financial
resources.

Undoubtedly first-time college students (beginning freshmen with no
prior credits towards a bachelor’s degree) are closely related to high school
graduates entering college in the fall following graduation, but, for a num-
ber of reasons, the two groups must not be considered homologous. First-
time figures include many individuals who, following a considerable time
lapse after high school graduation, enter college for the first time. In many
States such individuals account for at least 5 percent of the retention rate,
Such figures are offset somewhat by the fact that the first-time figures do
not include freshmen enrolled in extension centers or in terminal occupa-
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tional and general studies programs not usually leading to a bachelor or a
higher degree. Data for this index are available only for 1963 and 1968.

Index 10—Composite Elementary-Secondary School Index*** (average of rankings
for measurements 2, 7, 8, and 9)

‘This index reports the average rank held by each State for measure-
ments 2, 7, 8, and 9. All four measurements are weighted equally. As a
composite Measurement, it is most useful in identifying States that appear
to have made similar overall progress in elementary-secondary education.

Financial Support of Higher Education

This analysis is limited to Stale government support of higher education.
Those who feel that both State and local governments constitiite a more
suitable tax base for support of higher education may wish to refer to the
combined State-local government tax capacity and tax effort measures
presented in chapter XIII. Justification for excluding local governments
{rom the financing of public higher education is based on the fact that a
maijority of States do not rely on expenditures by local governments for
such financing. In 34 States support of higher education by local govern-
ments is either minimal or nonexistent. In six States it represents only 5-to-7
percent of total State and local government expenditures for higher educa-
tion operations, and in 10 States it is 10 percent or more of this total.
Because of their limited role, local governments are excluded from the
fiscal analysis presented here—an analysis based exclusively on State
government financial support of higher education.

Five aspects of financial support of higher education by State govern-
ments are reported in this section: burden, tax cap: city, tax effort, alloca-
tion to higher education, and achievement. Because States have little
control over burden and tax capacity, these may be considered independent
variables. On the other hand, both the tax assessment rate and allocation
of tax revenues to higher education can be controlled by the State; therefore,
they are classified as dependent variables.

Explanations of eack of the following indexes can be better understood if
their interrelationship is known. The five aspects of State financial support

¢ In 1969-70, the following States relied most heavily on local government support of
higher education (the percent of support provided by local government is indicated in
parenthesis; all or most of the local government funding went 0 2.year colleges except in
New York): California (28), New York (24), Arizona (16), inois (15), Wisconsin
(15), Wyoming (13), Mississippi (12), Kansas (10), Maryland (10), and Oregon (10).
In 1959-60 only California provided most of its local funding to 2-year colleges; the
percent from local government was as follows: New York (30), California (28), Missis-
sippi (18), Ohio (14), Texas (11), Nebraska (9), Kentucky (9), and Kansas (8).
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are related as follows:

Tax Capacity (#12)
Burden (#11)

X Tax Effort (#14)

X Allocation to Higher = Achievement Relative to
Education (# 15) Burden (#16)

Index 11—-Burden (public and nonpublic high school graduates per 1,000
population)

The number of students graduating each year frum high school is an
appropriate measure of college enrollment potential. When expressed as a
percent of total population, a relative measure of burden is obtained, i.c.,
the potential student load per State citizen.

Index 12—Tax Capacity (dollar amount of State tax capacity per capita)

State tax capacity measwres the ability of State governments to obtain
resources for public purposes through various kinds of State taxes. This
capacity involves the financing capability of State governments, of which the
wealth of local residents is only one contributing factor. Thus, per capita
income is 10t equivalent to the measurement of tax capacity as it is discussed
here.

Index 12 reports the tax capacity of States as measured by a “representa-
tive tax system” developed by the Advisory Commission on Intergovern-
mental Relations. In estimating the relative tax capacity of States by this
means, a nationwide average “rate” for each tax is applied to the local tax
base data. The tax base represents the extent of the activity in the State
subject to the tax. For example, the tax base for the ger.erz] sales tax is the
dollar value of retail sales in the State; for motor fuel tax, it is the volume of
highway fuel consumption. A State’s tax capacity equals the aggregate
potential-yield amount obtained from the various taxes if imposed at the
aforementioned uniform nationwide rates.

Index 12 is based on the Advisory Commission’s estimate of each State’s
1966-67 per capita rax capacity expressed as a percent of the U.S. average.
This relative meusure (shown in the second column in index 12, tables I1-1
and 11-2) was multiplied by the dollar amount of State taxes collected per
capita throughout the United States ($240 in 1970 and $i02 in 1960) to
cqual the dollar amount of State tax capacity per capita for each State.
Since relative tax capacity is fairly stable over 1ime and no later or earlier
comparable measucement of tax capacity is available, it + as judged ac-
ceptable and also necessary to use the !966-67 measurement for calculating
1960 and 1970 per capita dollar amounts. A complete discussion of State

fisczl measurss and suppurt of higher education is presented in chapter
XIII.
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Index 13--Capacity-Burden Ratio (dollar amount of State tax capacity per
hizh schoul eraduate)

This index relates State governmient tax capacity to the higher cducation
burden (as measured by the annual number of students graduating from
hizh school). By relating taxing ability to need, the capacity-burden ratio
places each State on much the same basis. ‘This index, therefore, is uscful in
identifving peer States for interstate comparisons of fiscal eflort and
achievement.

Index 14— Tax Effort*** (ratio of actual amount of State tax revenue col-
lected to tax capacity)

State tax effort measures how much of the State tax capacity (index 12)
is actually being used. The actual tax revenue coliected by all States equals
total tax capacity nationwide. Since the nationwide effort measure by
definition is 100 percent, the effort measures for various States actually
indicate how they compare in tax revenue performance with the national
average,

Index 13- Allocation to Higher Fducation*** (appropriation of State tax
funds for higher education operating expenses as a percent of State tax
revenue)

Because this ratio reports the degree to which State tax funds are used to
finance higher education operating expenses, it suggests the relative im-
purtance of higher education in the allocation process.

State tax revenue equals State tax capacity (index 12) multiplied by
State tax effort (index 14). Appropriations from State tax revenue for
higher cducation operating expenses’ include support not only for instruc-
tiunal programs (about 95 percent of total) but also for research, including
agricultural and engincering experiment stations, and such other public
services as general extension, adult education, and hospitals. Appropria-
tions for opr - ag expenses do not include either State support for build-
ings or rcappropriated income that institutions receive from student fees
and other nontax sources.

Index 16— Achievement Relative to Burden*** (appropriation from State tax

funds for higher education operating expenses per high school graduate)
This index reports State achievement in financially supporting higher

education relative to potential enrollment burden. The relationship of index

M. M. Chambers, Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses in Higher
Education, 1%69- 1970, National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Col-
leges, Washington, IM.C., 1969,
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16 to other indexes is as follows:
Capacity-Burden Ratio (#13) X Tax Effort (#14)

X Allocation to Higher = Achievement Relative to
Education (#13) Burden (#16)

The capacity-burden ratio (index 13) is a conditional factor that can be
lile altered to improve financial achievement. A low capacity-burden
ratio limits achicvement, even though a State may have a high tax cffort
(index 14) and allocate a large percentage of total State revenue to higher
cducation {index 15). A State with a high capacity-burden ratio, on the
other hand, has the potential for excellent financial support. Consequently,
if a State with this potential shows poor achievement, it may need to con-
sider a tax hike and/or enlargement of the higher education allotment.

Index 17 —Achievement Relative to Fnrollment*** (appropriation from State
tax funds for higher cducation operating expenses per full-time equivalent
student in public institutions)

This achkit .ement index is a per-student unit measure of State support of
public higher education. It is calculated in the same manner as is index 16
except that the actual burden of student enrollment is substituted for the
potential burden of high school graduates. This measurement reflects the
commitment of State tax funds to higher education at appropriate quality
levels to meet existing enrollment demand.

“Full-time equivalent enrollment™ is computed by the formula used by
the National Center for Educational Statistics, U. S. Office of Education;
namely, full-time degree-credit enroilment (full-time students are those
carrying at lcast 75 percent of a normal student-hour load or fulfilling other
requirements, such as writing a thesis), plus .333 X part-time degree-credit
enrollment, plus .568 X enrollment in occupational or general studies pro-
grams not generally creditable toward a bachelor’s degree. All enrollment
figures, recorded during the fall, include both resident and extension stu-
dents.

‘“Full-time equivalent cnrollment™ is essentially a corrected headcount.
Such a physical count does not truly measure actual student load since it
does not take into account instructional cost differences between student
levels (the cost of educating graduate students may be three times as high
as that of urdergraduates). Since States differ in the way they share re-
sponsibility for educating graduate and first-professional students (index
26), a more refined measure of student load can be obtained through ad-
Jjstment of these variations.
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Public Higher Education—Organization, Emphasis, and
Achievement

The indexes in this section describe certain characteristics of the public
higher education system. Because the roles played by component parts of
State systems (2-ycar colleges, for example), vary so greatly from State to
State, meaningful separate comparisons of the parts are not possible. Some
States, for instance, have no public 2-year colleges: all undergraduates are
enrolled in 4-year institutions. In half the States, in which less than 15
percent of the total undergraduate enrollment is in 2-year colleges, the 4-
year institutions shoulder most of the responsibility for educating freshmen
and sophomores. In other States the oppusite is true. In California, Florida,
New York, Washington, and Illinois, which have more than 40 percent
of the undergraduates enrolled in public 2-year colleges, these colleges take
over much of the State educational responsibility at thie lower division level,
thereby allowing 4-year institutions, particularly State universities, to
emphasize degree-credit programs and graduate and professional work.

Comparison of State universities is also not realistic since in many
States their roles are substantially different due to the presence or absence
of a 2-year college system. Similarly, little interstate comparability exists
among 4-year State colleges, their role being dependent on the strengths
and weakne ises of the State university and 2-ycar college programs.

Because « f these and other organizational differences, the indexes in this
section relate to the entire public higher education system in each State.
Although such treatment tends to blur specific contrasts, it results in a more
accuratc overall appraisal. Thus, such indexes as *“case of entrance” and
“resources available to provide quality” reflect averages appraised collec-
tively for all public institutions in the State. No inference should be drawn
from these rankings regarding the relative standings of any individual com-
ponent of a State higher education system.

Before introducing the indexes in question, an explanation concerning
the merit that may be inferred from a “high” versus a “low” ranking is in
order. Index 18 reports the absolute need for higher education as measured
by high school graduates; consequently no value can be attached to a high
ranking as opposed to a low one. Because index 19, ““Student Tuition and
Ability To Pay;” index 20, “Free-Access Education,” and index 21,
“Resources Available To Provide Quality,” report factors which may be
controlled by the State, a high ranking would be desirable. A triple asterisk
(***), which identifies these indexes as controllable, indicates that the index
values are ranked in descending order of excellence. Indexes 22 through

& In 1970, Alaska, Hawaii, Kentucky, Maine, 2nd South Dakota had no public 2-year
colleges.
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26, which pertain to organization and emphasis in public higher education,
are distinct from all previously presented measurements,

In considering these five indexes, whatever quality level is associated with
rank position is a matter of interpretation by the individual State. A high
rank is “*better” or “worse™ than a low rank only if the State organization
of and emphasis on higher education is so oriented. For example, a State
which historically has relied heavily on the private sector to provide resi-
dents a higher educativn may fully justify a low public enrollment share as
measured by index 22. Similarly, a State, by virtue of its emphasis on 2-
year associate degree programs and terminal occupational training, is en-
tirely correct in assuming that a low ranking in degree-program emphasis
(index 23) is consistent with its educational objectives. Thus, a high or low
rank with respect to indexes 22 through 26 is significant only within the
context of a peer group of States having similar educational goals, organiza-
tional patterns, and program emphasis. A single asterisk (*) identifies the
five indexes as controllable but with no quality level associated with rank
position.

Index 18— dbsolute Magnitude of Need (public and nonpublic high school
graduates)

Students graduating from high school represent the largest single source
of potential ceilege freshmen. It follows then that a yearly headcount of
high school graduates within a State (including persons granted a high
school equivalency certificate) represents a useful index of current college
enrollment potential, exclusive of adults. For two reasons, the college-age
population (youths 18 through 21 years old) has not been chosen to meas-
ure need. First, in States with many high school dropouts, the 18-21-year-
old group would grossly inflate the real enrollment potential. Second, in
States with a large number of nonresident college enrollees and/or a large
number of military personnel on active duty the data would be distorted.
(The reason: College students are counted where they attend college, rather
than in their home State, and military personnel are counted at the military
base where they are stationed.)

Index 19—Student Tuition and Ability To Pay*** (average tuition at public
universities and 4-ycar colleges per 81,000 personal income per capita)
The distinctive accessibility characteristics of public 2-year colleges—
low tuition, non-selectivity, and reasonable commuting distance—are
delineated in index 20. At the more select’ve public 4-year institutions,
where less than one-fourth of the students commute, high tuition is likely
not only to constitute a financial burden but also to be a critical factor
governing easc of entrance. Only about one out of four students attending
4-year institutions relics on grants or loans as a major source of financial
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support. Most students receive family support to cover tuition and fees or
earn thc money through self-employment. The ability to make these pay-
ments is reflected in per capita personal income. The ratio of tuition charges
to per capita personal income suggests the degree to which tuition and
ability to pay encourage attendance at $-year institutions.

Data are not available to adjust tuition and fees to account for the
amount of institutional and State financial aid provided. Some States with
relatively high tuition probably offer many scholarships and loans, whereas
other States with low tuition may provide students comparativc.y little in
the way of financial aid.

Index 20— Free-Access Fducation*** (percent of population within commut-
ing distance of a frec-access college)

The criteria for free-access employed by Warren W. Willingham® in
developing this index are twofold: 1) There must be an annual tuition
charge of no more than $400. and 2) at least one-third of the freshman class
must be composed of students graduated in the lower half of their high
school class. Of the 642 public 2-year colleges studied, 92 percent met these
criteria: 3! percent of the 433 public 4-year colleges also qualified, but
only | percent of the 1,362 private colleges could be considered in the free-
access category. This index is a basic description of the accessibility of post-
secondary education. It suggests the degree to which a State has assumed
its formal responsibility to provide educational opportunity to a/l residents
at low cost and within a reasonable commuting distance. It should be kept
in mind that since some colleges may be slightly more selective than the
free-access criteria allows, they have been excluded from this classification
even though they play a very significant role in making higher education
available. Data for this index are available only for 1968.

Index 21—Resources Available To Provide Quality*** (current expenditures
for instruction and departmental research per degree-credit student at
public univessities and 4-year colleges)

A good single indicator of the potential for overall excellence of degree-
credit instructional programs provided by 4-year institutions is the amount
spent per student for instruction and departmental restarch. The expendi-
ture level generally reflects a number of conditions usually associated with
quality instruction: better faculty to the extent higher salaries are offered,
smaller class size (resulting in higher unit costs), modern (and often ex-
pensive) laboratory facilities and instructional equipment, and a large

¢ See Warren W. Willingham, Free Access Higher Education, College Entrance Examina-
tion Board, New York 1970.
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library. Dollar iuput, however, only represents the puteatiai for instructional
quality; actual quality: performance depends on many intangible factors as
well as on instructional efticiency and local prices.

Niturally, dollar expenditures cannot reflect the many nonpurchasable
contributions to exeellence. Furthermore, dollar amounts are governed by
the ratio of expensive to less expensive educational programs--a ratio that
is the result of organization and emphasis rather than a reflection of qual-
ity. States do not depend equally on 2-year colleges, with their lower unit
costs, to educate undergraduates. States with a high proportion of under-
graduate enrollment in 2-year colleges naturally spend less per student
overall than States in which 4-year institutions dominate. For this reason,
2-vear coleges have been excluded from the index 21 measurement.

States also do not share equally the burden of graduate education, a task
considerably more expensive than undergraduate education. Since the
proportion of graduate students to undergraduate students influences
overall unit expenditures, without direetly indicating the quality at either
level, interstate comparisons of index 21 should be limited to peer States
with similar emphasis on graduate education (index 26).

The “instructional and departmental rescarch” category includes all
current expenditures by instructional departments, colleg~<, and schools of
the institution, including expenditures for research not separately budgeted
or financed. Included, then, are office expenses and equipment; laboratory
expenses and cquipment: and salaries of department heads, professors and
other instructional staff (including student assistants), technicians, secre-
taries, clerks, etc.

Index 22— Drawing Power from High School* (State residents enrolled for the
first time in degree-credit undergraduate programs at public institutions
in their home State as a percent of high school grad:tes of the State)

The percent of high school graduates who enter public colleges and uni-
versities in their home Siate gives some indication of the capacity, attrac-
tiveness, and accessibility of public higher education in a given State. In
addidon, the drawing power ratio reflects conditions du.ing the clementary-
secondary education period that encourage youths to attend college. As
mentioned in the discussion of index 9, first-time college students constitute
a larger population group than do high school graduates enteriag college;
the former include many who enter college for the first time after a con-
sidcrable time lapse following high school graduation. The first-time
ficures, however, do not include freshmen enrulled in extension centers or
those in terminal occupational and gencral studics programs not usually
leading to a bachelor's ur higher degree. Data for this index are available
only for 1963 and 1968.
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Index 23-- Public Share of Resident Enrollment* (undergraduate residents of a
Sta. attending public institutions in their home State as a percent of all
undergraduate residents of the State attending anywhere) (Only students
cnrolled in degree-credit programs are reported.)

"T'his ratio suggests the degree to which public institutions within a State
cducate State residents enrolied anvwhere as undergraduate students.
States ranked high by this index demonstrate that their public institutions
possess greater attractiveness and holding power than do private and out-of-
State institutions. This attractiveness and holding power may be duce to
proximity, ftinancial feasibility, or quality—or to all three. Data for this
index are available only for 1963 and 1968.

Index 24— 1o Year College Share of Enrollment* (degree-credit enrollment in
public 2-vear institutions as a percent of undergraduate degree-credit en-
rollment in all public institutions)

Few statistics in this series exhibit &+ - - =7 ble a range among States
as do those for 2-vear college enrollme, . . ,-70, seven States had no
public 2-ycar colleges. At the same time, the - en States with the largest
number of undergraduates in 2-year colleges enrolled 1,040,339 students,
or 26 percent of the Nation's total public degree-credit undergraduate
population (3,986,496 students),

Most 2-year colleges not only have open-door admission policies but also
emphasize programs that meet the educational needs of the community.
About three out of four resident students attending 2-year colleges are
enrolled in lower division baccalaurcate courses, the credit for whicl, may
be transferred to 4-year institutions. This proportion, of course, varies
from State to State. Approximately one out of four resilent students is
enrolled in occupational training, adult education, or some other type of
non-degree-credit program. States with extensive 2-year college systems
that provide much of the lower division undergraduate education programs
(as opposed to 4-year institutions) will rank high with respect to index 23.
States that rank lower are those in which such functions may be performed
by or shared with 4-yecar institutions.

Many philosophical and practical considerations enter into determining
the role assigned 2-year colleges in a State system of public higher education.
Some of these considerations will be discussed in chapter V. At this juncture,
it is necessary only to recognize that meaningful comparisons may not be
possible among States which differ greatly in 2-year college enrollment.

Index 25 —Emphasis on Degree Programs* (bachelor’s degrees awarded as a
percent ¢! uadergraduate degree-credit enrollment in all public institu-
tions)
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This index suggests the relative emphasis that State institutions place on
d-year degree prograus as opposed to 2-year associate degree programs,
adult education, and terminal occupation studies. States tend to rank low
in this index if they emphasize 2eyear associate degree progrims, adult
cducation, and terininal occupational training, all of which have a low
potential for producing college graduates. Contributing to a high ranking
are heavy reliance on 4-year institutions with selective admission require-
ments and relatively high tuition charges. both of which discourage
marginal applicants.

Index 26 —Emphasis on Graduate Programs* (graduate and first-professional
enroliment as a percent of bachelor degrees awarded by all public institu-
tions)

A reteation measurement, this index suggests the attractiveness and ac-
cessibility of graduate education as well as the inclinations and qualifica-
tions of students to pursue advanced studics.

TABLES OF RANKED
STATE DATA

The working components of this chapier are table I1-1 (1970 data) and
table I1-2 (1960 data). In these two tables State data and State rankings for
26 indexes are organized into four sections: socioeconomic climate for sup-
port of education: clementary-secondary school achievement; financial
support of higher education: and, public higher education--organization,
emphasis, and achievement.

All indexes, except index 19 are ranked in order of descending values.
Indexes not marked by an identifying asterisk measure conditional factors
over which the State has little control: therefore, rank position should not
be interpreted as a level of State achievement. Indexes identified with a
triple asterisk (***) to a large extent measure situations controllable by the
State: therefore, rank order does represent level of excellence. A single
asterisk (*) identifies indexes 22 through 26, all of which measure factors
largely controllable by the State, for which the quality level associated
with rank position is largely a matter of interpretation based on intended em-
phasis.

Table 11I-3 presents selected socioeconomic and basic higher education
data used to compile many of the indexes in table I1-1 and 11-2. Identified
by alphabetic letters, the heading descriptions of many indexes in table
I1-1 and II-2 refer to these letter designations; e.g., index 2 = column
(C) + column (B) in table 11-3.
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The District of Columbia, wholly urban and unique in most respects,
does not lend itself to ready comparison with the States. The District is
included in the tables, however, because its higher cducation needs are
substantial (the number of 1). C. high school graduates is larger than that
in three States) and because it deserves the kind of identification, analysis,
and planning appropriate to many of the States. The national totals shown
in all tables include the District of Columbia.

Detailed credit information appears in the footnotes following each table.
The source numbers refer to entries in the list of sources for tables.
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